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ABSTRACT
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,
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M.S., Ph.D., University of Massachusetts
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The Self-Report Inventory is a multidimensional measure of the
self-concept. Development of this inventory has been guided by the the-
oretical writings of Epstein and a number of ego analytic writers and by
an integration of previous self-concept research. The present inventory
represents an attempt to integrate this previous work into an instrument
which allows for a systematic representation of certain crucial elements
of the self-concept.
A review of previous measures of the self-concept revealed that
these measures suffer from the lack of integration between a coherent
theoretical framework and corresponding measurement operations. All
previous measures either failed to be based on a coherent theoretical
framework or failed to consistently translate a theoretical framework
into valid measurement operations. In some cases, previous measures
have failed on both of the above counts. The development of the Self-
Report Inventory has thus been concerned with the elaboration of theory
and with the consistent application of measurement techniques which re-
present and test the theoretical model.
iv
The Self-Report Inventory includes three sets of subscales. The
first set of subscales is concerned with self-esteem. These subscales
include a global self-esteem measure and measures of more narrowly de-
fined "Sources of self-esteem": competence, lovability, likability,
moral self
-approval, personal power, self-control, body functioning and
body appearance. Previous theory and research are reviewed which link
each of these "Sources" with feelings of self-esteem. It is argued
that, taken together, these sources can represent the majority of sig-
nificant attributes that affect overall self-esteem.
The second set of subscales includes a scale which attempts to
measure subjects' tendencies to claim rare human perfections and to deny
ubiquitous human weaknesses or problems. This measurement process fol-
lows from previous social desirability research although the present
theoretical model follows more from ego analytic writings.
The third set of subscales concerns issues of identity and the in-
tegration of the self-concept. Two subscales address these issues. The
first subscale is concerned with notions of identity versus identity
diffusion while the second subscale is concerned with a more behavioral
level of organization in day-to-day life functioning.
Construction of these subscales proceeded along both rational and
empirical paths. Items were included only where perfect inter-judge
agreement was achieved indicating that an item belonged in only one of
the subscales. Empirical item analyses were based on three primary item
selection criteria which: (1) maximized the internal consistency of the
V
•om
subscales; (2) maximized the discriminativeness of the subscales frc
one another; and (3) insured that the items selected were representative
of the content domain specified by each subscale definition. Other more
secondary criteria were concerned with: minimizing acquiescence re-
sponse sets, minimizing the presence of any ceiling effects and minimiz-
ing any spurious sex differences.
Measures were developed to evaluate the internal consistency of
subjects' responses to the inventory. These measures allowed the detec-
tion of subjects whose responses should be considered to be of question-
able validity.
The subscales of the Self-Report Inventory were evaluated in terms
of internal consistency and test-retest reliability. Exceptionally high
levels of reliability were obtained with almost all reliability figures
being over .80 and many being over .90,
Validity studies examined the relationships between the Self-
Report Inventory and other personality measures, personal background
data, reports of various specific behaviors and indirect measures (e.g.,
signature size). Strong validational evidence was obtained for nearly
all of the subscales of the inventory. Finally, further validational
work was discussed along with suggestions for future research with this
inventory.
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OVERVIEW
Interest in self-esteem research has flourished since 1950 as evi-
denced by the thousands of studies which have been published during
these three decades (Gordon and Gergen, 1968; Wylie, 1979). Yet there
remains substantial concern over the limited scientific gains that have
been made during this time (Wylie, 1974, 1979; McGuire, 1978; Rosenberg,
1979).
Two issues have dominated the debate over the reasons for this ac-
knowledged lack of scientific progress. First, it has been argued that
there has been too much of a focus on global self-esteem to the exclu-
sion of other more narrowly defined facets of self-experience (Crary,
1969; McGuire, 1978; Rosenberg, 1979). These authors have argued that
the way to increase the scientific yield of self-esteem research is to
create and examine more narrowly focused measures of the self—concept.
A second issue involves the relative concern with clinical and/or
theoretical issues as opposed to methodological purity. On the one
hand, Allport (1966) has argued that:
... I have learned that much of our research on traits is over-
weighted with methodological preoccupation; and that we have too few
restraints holding us to the structure of a life as it is lived. We
find ourselves confused by our intemperate empiricism which often
yields unnamable factors, arbitrary codes, unintelligible interac-
tion effects, and sheer flatulence from our computers (p. 62 in
Allport, 1968).
On the other hand, Wylie has most stridently represented the position
that it is a lack of methodological rigor and the overabundance of
1
2"vague speculation" which accounts for the limited scientific progress
in this area.
The present dissertation attempts to take into account the most
important elements on both sides of the above debates and to develop a
better integrated approach to the measurement of the self-concept. The
purpose of the dissertation research is to develop and validate a meas-
ure of the self-concept which, first of all, takes into account differ-
ent levels of generality in self-evaluations without ignoring either
global or more specific facets of self-esteem. Second, the present dis-
sertation takes the perspective that an "either-or" type of debate with
regard to methodology versus clinical or theoretical interests is not
helpful and that both of these perspectives are required to create ade-
quate measures of the self-concept. Careful attenton will therefore be
paid to methodological issues in scale construction. Hoewever, the data
will not be allowed to "speak for themselves," but rather, data crea-
tion, reduction and analysis will be guided by theoretical concerns and
by concerns about the acuity of the measures with regard to the lives of
real individuals.
The measurement instrument developed in the present dissertation
is referred to as the Self-Report Inventory (SRI). This inventory at-
tempts to measure a number of self-referent concepts which have been
demonstrated to be of broad importance in previous research and in care-
ful theoretical and clinical analyses. With regard to self-esteem, the
inventory distinguishes between two levels of generality or breadth of
postulates. The first level corresponds to what has traditionally been
3referred to as global self-esteem. The second level specifies more
narrowly-defined "sources of self-esteem" which have been found to be
strongly related to global self-esteem.
In addition to self-esteem, the present inventory attempts to
measure one type of defensiveness which appears to be an important mod-
erator variable in terms of self reports of self-esteem—the tendency to
enhance one's self-evaluations beyond what would be supported by social
reality. Finally, the present inventory includes subscales which at-
tempt to measure the integration of the self-concept, a notion derived
from ego analytic theory and Epstein's analyses of the self-theory.
The plan of presentation in the dissertation is as follows. In
the first chapter of the dissertation, previous measures of self-esteem
will be critically reviewed. In addition to examining these measures,
this review will anticipate several aspects of the theory and measure-
ment of self-esteem which are involved in the self-concept scale which
is the empirical focus of the dissertation.
The second chapter elaborates the theoretical, methodological and
empirical bases of the present self-concept research. Attention is
given to the theoretical underpinnings of the present approach in the
writings of Epstein and others. Methodological assumptions for the
development of the present inventory are then described. The various
facets of the self-concept included in the present inventory are defined
and their importance in an analysis of the self-concept is justified
based on previous theory and research. Finally, previous versions of
4the present inventory are critically evaluated and a rationale is pre-
sented for revisions incorporated into the present scale.
Subsequent chapters describe the process whereby the third edition
of the Self-Re port Inventory was created and describe the results of
validational studies conducted in the dissertation research. These re-
sults are discusssed primarily in terms of validation of the present in-
ventory. A number of interesting substantive findings are also examined
and discussed. Finally, an overall assessment of the third edition of
the Self-Report Inventory is offered with an emphasis on suggestions for
future research.
CHAPTER I
CRITICAL REVIEW OF PREVIOUS MEASURES OF SELF-ESTEEM
Three types of measures will be reviewd in this section
—
Phenomen-
ological
,
Unidimensional trait and Multidimensional trait measures of
self-esteem. The present review relies on previous reviews by Wylie
(1974) and Crandall (1973) in that the scales discussed here are those
which these previous reviewers have identified as the most commonly used
and/or the best meaures of self-esteem. Critical reviews of each of
these measures will be presented along with brief summaries of the cor-
relates of general self-esteem which have been identified in previous
research. In this manner the present review will anticipate the elabor-
ation of "Sources of self-esteem" which will be presented in a later
section of this paper.
Phenomenological Measures of Self-Esteem
The scales considered in this section are classified as "Pheno-
menological" based on two considerations. First, the Butler and Haigh
(1954) scale was developed in the context of research into client-
centered counseling and thus bears the imprint of Rogers' phenomeno-
logical theory (e.g., Rogers, 1951). Second, the "Who am I?" or "Twenty
Sentences Test" (Bugental and Zelen, 1950; Kuhn and McPartland, 1954) is
categorized as "phenomenological" in that these measures attempt to rep-
resent the idiosyncratic nuances of the subject's self-concepts and
self-esteem, using his or her own language.
5
6The Butler and Haigh scale . The rationale behind the Butler and Haigh
(1954) scale was derived from Rogers' theory of the self (e.g., Rogers,
1951) and thus self-esteem was defined in terms of the difference be-
tween the person's phenomenal "real" self and his or her phenomenal
"ideal" self. The Butler and Haigh scale consists of 100 items which
were created from edited transcripts of non-directive counseling ses-
sions. Subjects are presented with 100 cards on which are printed the
scale items. Subjects sort these cards twice, first describing their
actual self-concepts and then their ideal self-concepts. Two scoring
procedures are commonly employed. In the first procedure, "within sub-
jects" correlations are computed across the 100 items for self-ratings
versus ideal self-ratings. High correlations thus correspond to minimal
differences between the actual and the ideal self-concept. A second
scoring procedure involves computing a sum of the difference scores
across the 100 pairs of items with low scores indicating minimal dis-
crepancies between the actual and ideal self-concept.
Only limited information is available concerning the reliability
of scores from the Butler and Haigh scale. Crandall (19 73) and Wylie
(19 74) computed reliability coefficients for the "no treatment control"
group subjects in the Rogers and Dymond (1954) study of non-directive
counseling. Crandall obtained a reliability coefficient of .65 while
Wylie reported a coefficient of .78, apparently based on different sets
of subjects.
Early evidence of the validity of the Butler and Haigh scale came
from studies of non-directive counseling (e.g., Rogers and Dymond, 19 54)
7in which it was shown that: (1) persons seeking counseling showed lower
self-ideal correlations than "normal" subjects (matched for sex, age and
social class); and (2) subjects who showed progress in the course of
counseling (based on counselor's ratings) showed higher self-ideal cor-
relations at the end of counseling than at the beginning. Other valid-
ity evidence was summarized by Crandall (1973) and by Wylie (1974) which
showed that the Butler and Haigh scale was highly correlated with the
following scales: the Tennessee Self-Concept scale (Fitts, 1965); the
"Adjustment" scale of the California Test of Personality; the Taylor
Manifest Anxiety scale (with high self-ideal discrepancies being associ-
ated with high anxiety); and the following scales from the Guilford-
Zimmerman (1949) Temperament Survey: "General Activity," "Ascendance,"
"Sociability," "Emotional Stability," and "Thoughtfulness" (with low
self-ideal discrepancies being associated with high scores on each of
these scales). Scores from the Butler and Haigh scale were found to be
uncorrelated with the "Masculinity-Femininity" and "Objectivity" scales
of the Guilford-Zimmerman scale.
While the above studies lend support to the validity of the Butler
and Haigh scale, there are several problems which have plagued this
scale. First, there is evidence that most of the variance in self-ideal
discrepancy measures is accounted for by differences in actual-self rat-
ings rather than by differences in ideal-self ratings (Wylie, 19 74). It
appears that most people have rather similar views of what is personally
ideal and that the more meaningful individual differences usually con-
cern evaluations of one's "real-self." No study has demonstrated that
8any increment in validity is obtained by use of the self-ideal discrep-
ancy score from the Butler and Haigh scale (as opposed to the simpler
actual-self score).
Perhaps the most fundamental criticism of the Butler and Haigh
scale, at least as a measure of phenomenological self-esteem, is that
the scale seems to violate a basic premise of the Rogerian phenomenolog-
ical approach. Rogers (19 51) argued that "The best vantage point for
understanding behavior is from the internal frame of reference of the
individual himself" (p. 494). The internal frame of reference of an in-
dividual completing the Butler and Haigh scale may include some of the
self-evaluative thoughts included on the scale, or all of them, or none
of them! A thoroughly phenomenological approach would seem to depend on
the elicitation of the person's own unique self-evaluative thoughts, us-
ing the person's own idiosjmcratic language and his/her specific actual
and ideal self-concepts.
The "Who am I?" or "Twenty Statements Test" . These two scales
(Bugental and Zelen, 1950; Kuhn and McPartland, 1954) are somewhat more
consistently phenomenological in approach. In these scales, subjects
are told to describe themselves, using their own words, on a piece of
paper which contains twenty blank lines. A variety of scoring proce-
dures have been developed for categorizing and scoring such protocols
(e.g., Zelen, 1954; Spitzer, Stratton, Fitzgerald and Mach, 1966;
Gordon, 1968; Spitzer, 1978). While this approach has some intuitive
appeal, it has recently fallen into disfavor. There is almost no
9psychometric data available concerning the reliability or validity of
scores from these tests (Crandall, 1973). This is due, in part, to the
fact that the various available scoring schemes are rather idiosyncra-
tic, not readily comparable to one another, and are highly complex
(e.g., the Gordon, 1976, coding scheme includes 250 categories).
While developers of the above scales have argued that the unstruc-
tured format of these scales allows for more meaningful self-descrip-
tions, empirical evidence has suggested that this is not so. Subjects
in the Spitzer et al. (1966) study filled out the Twenty Statements Test
along with several other structured self-concept scales. It was found
that subjects felt less able to convey meaningful descriptions of them-
selves by means of this unstructured test as opposed to the more struc-
tured scales. Presumably this was due to the fact that the highly un-
structured format of the "Who am I?" and "Twenty Statements Test" im-
posed severe strain on subjects' powers of introspection.
Overall comments concerning the phenomenological approach . A major
overriding problem with the phenomenological approach has been that no
one has been able to develop measurement instruments which are consis-
tently phenomenological. It would appear that the only way to develop a
consistently phenomenological analysis would be to utilize a clinical
interviewing method which would allow sufficient flexibility to take
into account the nearly infinite complexities and idiosyncratic nuances
of phenomenal self-conception and self-esteem. Such an approach can be
seen in the clinical writings of Snygg and Combs (e.g., 1959). Such
10
attention to idiosyncratic detail, however, imposes severe limitations
on the possibilities for developing and especially for validating gen-
eral "laws" or empirical relationships among theoretically defined vari-
ables. The utter complexity of such an idiographic approach seems to
limit its potential for the development of a testable body of theory.
Because of its flexibility and idiosyncracy such an approach may appear
to describe everything but ultimately fail as a scientific theory be-
cause no postulate of the theory is testable or capable of disconfirma-
tion (Epstein, 1973). A similar argument was developed by Smith (1950)
in a review of the first edition of Individual Behavior by Snygg and
Combs (1949). Smith argued that, taken to its extreme by Snygg and
Combs, the phenomeno logical approach represents nothing more or less
than an invocation of a "common sensical" rather than a truly scientific
analysis.
Unidimensional Trait Measures of Self-Esteem
A rather extensive literature has accumulated concerning global or
unidimensional measures of self-esteem. Generally, the theory develop-
ment in this area has been less extensive than has been the case with
the phenomenological approach. Of more interest to global self-esteem
researchers have been studies of the correlates, antecedents and conse-
quences of specific measures of global self-esteem. Explicit theoreti-
cal definitions of self-esteem are uncommon in this area, particularly
regarding the relationships between self-esteem and broader aspects of
personality functioning. One might describe much of the research and
11
theory in this area as rather restricted in scope with researchers
starting out with a specific measure and constructing nomothetic nets of
relationships between their measure and other trait measures, behavior
or clinical ratings and demographic variables. Frequently such work in-
volves a "shotgun empiricism" (Allport, 1966) approach to data collec-
tion with minimal attention paid to clear theory development.
The three measures which are reviewd in this section (Rosenberg,
1965; Eagly, 1967; and Coopersmith, 1967) are distinguished by their re-
lative methodological strengths and by the fact that they have been de-
veloped in the context of research programs which are more systematic
than those associated with other unidimensional self-esteem scales.
The Rosenberg self-esteem scale . Rosenberg's (1965) scale consists of
ten items that deal rather directly with global self-evaluations (e.g.,
item #1: "I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on an equal plane
with others"). Rosenberg does not describe how these items were gen-
erated or selected from a larger universe of items, nor does he describe
any evaluation of these items by judges. The ten items of the scale are
scored by a Guttman scaling method and have shown adequate reliability
(e.g., Crandall, 1973).
The validity of the Rosenberg scale was demonstrated in a study in
which fifty young adult subjects filled out the self-esteem scale and
were observed and rated by nurses in a hospital setting. Self-esteem
scores were significantly related to nurses' ratings of subjects as:
"gloomy," and "frequently disappointed," with low self-esteem subjects
12
more frequently described by these characteristics than high or medium
self-esteem subjects. High self-esteem subjects were also rated higher
in peer popularity (based on nurses' ratings) than medium or low self-
esteem subjects. Further validity information was concerned with the
relationship between self-esteem scores and subjects' reports of psycho-
somatic complaints related to anxiety (e.g., sleep disturbance, sweaty
or trembling hands, tachycardia, shortness of breath, upset stomach, and
headaches). Subjects with high self-esteem reported the fewest symp-
toms, followed by the medium and low self-esteem groups, respectively.
A peer reputation study served as the final validity study. Peer
ratings on a number of variables were obtained from 272 high school sen-
iors in required classes. Subjects also filled out the self-esteem
scale. One of the peer ratings which was strongly related to self-
esteem scores involved leadership ability. Subjects with high self-
esteem received two or more nominations as "good leaders" in 47% of the
cses, for medium self-esteem subjects this percentage was 32% and for
low self-esteem subjects this percentage was 15% (these percentages were
signficantly different at the .05 level, using a chi-squared test).
In the main text of his monograph, Rosenberg (1965) constructed a
rather extensive nomothetic net of correlates of self-esteem scores,
based on a sample of nearly three thousand high school students. Many
of the variables examined by Rosenberg were of sociological rather than
psychological interest (e.g., religion, socio-economic class) and will
not be discussed here. Several of the more interesting psychological
findings will be briefly outlined:
13
(1) Subjects whose parents were separated or divorced showed lower self-
esteem than did subjects from intact families;
(2) Subjects whose parents were relatively indifferent to school grades
or to subjects' choices of friends (according to subjects' self-
reports) showed lower self-esteem than subjects who reported that
their parents were more interested in these areas;
(3) Subjects with high self-esteem were more often elected to office in
school clubs than subjects with medium or low self-esteem (based on
self-reports)
;
(4) Subjects with high self-esteem were more often leaders in their so-
cial groups than low or medium self-esteem subjects (according to
self-reports);
(5) Subjects with high self-esteem reported less of a tendency to day-
dream and reported less concern over personal problems than did low
or medium self-esteem subjects;
(6) Subjects with high self-esteem reported a much stronger preference
for work involving competition and reported higher expectations of
future work success than did the medium or low self-esteem subjects.
Several problems exist with the Rosenberg measure. First, the re-
sults of a factor analysis (Kaplan and Pokorny, 1969) suggest the pres-
ence of two orthogonal factors which together account for 45% of the
test variance. The first of these factors involved feelings of self-
derogation (e.g., "I wish I could have more respect for myself"). The
second factor was composed of items which measured more positive or
"normal" feelings of self-worth (e.g., "I feel that I'm a person of
14
worth
. . ."or "I am able to do things as well as most people"). This
factor analysis calls into question the assumption that the Rosenberg
scale is unidimensional
.
A second problem with the Rosenberg scale is the presence of a
marked ceiling effect (see Table 1). While Rosenberg's scale is capable
of differentiating among several levels of low self-esteem, it is appar-
ent that little, if any, differentiation is possible among subjects at
the upper levels of self-esteem. The crudeness of Rosenberg's scale is
apparent when one considers that there are only seven possible scores on
this scale. Future modifications of this scale might well allow for
more differentiations among subjects, particularly at the upper levels
of self-esteem.
TABLE 1
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RAW SCORES
ON THE ROSENBERG SELF-ESTEEM SCALE
Raw Scores Frequency of Scores
6 (Low Self-Esteem) 1.22%
5 4.04%
4 8.60%
3 16.32%
2 25.22%
1 27.98%
0 (High Self-esteem) 16.62%
100.00%
Note. Data extracted from Table 4, Rosenberg (1965), p. 24.
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A final problem with the Rosenberg scale concerns its short and
obvious format. Particularly when presented alone (rather than embedded
among other types of items) the items in this scale are highly vulner-
able to conscious distortions of self-presentation. A more difficult
issue to resolve is whether such an obvious format has any effect on the
tendency to respond in a socially desirable manner (whether consciously
or unconsciously). Of course, these latter problems also plague other
self-esteem scales. However, these problems seem particularly acute
when a scale is as short and obvious as that of Rosenberg.
Overall, the above findings lend general support to the construct
validity of the Rosenberg scale. In addition, the findings suggest em-
pirical links between high self-esteem and the following variables:
likability or popularity, personal power and leadership ability, feel-
ings of competence and expectations of success in work settings, the
presence of supportive and intact family relationships. Low self-esteem
was found to be related to depressive moood, preoccupation with personal
problems, daydreaming and psychosomatic complaints suggestive of anxi-
ety.
The Eagly self-esteem scale . A second widely used unidimensional self-
esteem scale was adapted from the "Feelings of Inadequacy scale"
(Hovland and Janis, 1959). Eagly (1967) modified the original scale in
order to balance the items for any acquiescence response set. Responses
to the scale items are made in terms of the frequency with which one
acts or feels in a manner suggested by the items (e.g., Item #1: "How
often do you have the feeling that there is nothing you can do well?").
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The content areas covered by this twenty-item scale include: global
feelings of self-esteem, anxiety in public speaking situations, self-
consciousness, shyness, likability, facility in social interactions and
competence. No clear rationale has been developed for the inclusion of
these various content areas in a measure of global self-esteem.
The split-half reliability of this scale has been shown to be ade-
quately high in several studies (Crandall, 1973). No data are available
concerning the test-retest reliability of this scale. Validity informa-
tion concerning the earlier version of the scale (i.e., the Janis and
Field version) was reported by Hamilton (1971) who used this measure in
a multitrait-multimethod design. Hamilton collected data concerning the
traits of self-esteem, dominance and flexibility or "openmindedness" us-
ing two methods of observation (self-report and peer ratings). A sub-
stantial degree of convergent validity was demonstrated among the vari-
ous self-report measures of self-esteem with the Janis-Field scale show-
ing correlations of .67 with the self-esteem scale from the California
Psychological Inventory (CPI) and .58 with a single item index of self-
esteem. However, the Janis-Field scale was also very highly correlated
with self-report measures of dominance (.67 with the CPI dominance, .40
with a single item index of dominance). Discriminant validity was to
some extent demonstrated by the fact that neither the self-esteem nor
the dominance self-report measures were significantly correlated with
self-report measures of flexibility or openmindedness. Somewhat less
encouraging validity information was the finding that the Janis-Field
measure was correlated only .23 with peer ratings of subjects'
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self-esteem. Further evidence of the discriminant validity of the
Janis-Field scale was reported by Greenbaum (1966) who found only a mod-
est correlation (.35) between this scale and the Crowne-Marlowe social
desirability scale.
The Eagly scale has primarily been used to predict responses to
persuasion attempts. A recent review of the persuasion and conformity
research (Eagly, 1980) suggests that the usual finding in conformity and
persuasion studies is a monotonic relationship with high self-esteem
subjects showing more resistance to persuasion or conformity pressures
than low self-esteem subjects. A somewhat less common finding involves
a nonmonotonic relationship of an inverted-U type—i.e., with both high
and low self-esteem groups tending to resist persuasion or conformity
more than medium self-esteem groups.
One particular type of persuasion study has involved attempts to
influence subjects' attitudes toward themselves. Findings from these
studies are somewhat more complex. That is, the effect of level of
self-esteem in response to persuasion has usually been found to depend
on the valence of the persuasion message. Thus high self-esteem groups
differ from low self-esteem groups in that they are more likely to
accept positive feedback, about themselves and less likely to accept
negative feedback (Eagly, 1980). This conclusion should be considered
suggestive rather than definitive, however, because of the number of
"mixed" and marginally significant findings (Eagly, 1980; O'Brien,
1975).
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One positive feature of the Eagly scale (particularly when com-
pared to the Rosenberg scale) is that the distribution of scores on the
Eagly scale allows for much finer distinctions to be made among subjects
(particularly at higher levels of self-esteem). Recent analyses of data
(reported here for the first time) from 206 subjects who completed the
Eagly scale prior to participating in an experiment (O'Brien, 1975) re-
vealed that the distribution of scores on this scale are slightly skewed
in a negative direction (see Table 2). Nevertheless, there does not ap-
pear to be a serious problem with any ceiling effect as was observed
with the Rosenberg scale.
TABLE 2
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF RAW SCORES
ON THE EAGLY SELF-ESTEEM SCALE
Raw Scores Frequency of Scores
20- 29 (Low Self-esteem) 0.49%
30- 39 1.46%
40- 49 6.31%
50- 59 20.38%
60- 69 34.46%
70- 79 29.13%
80- 89 7.28%
90-100 (High Self-esteem) 0.49%
100%
Note. Data based on 206 female subjects from O'Brien (1975) study
Another recent analysis of data from the 206 subjects in the
O'Brien (1975) study calls into question the assumption that the Eagly
scale is a unidimens ional measure. An orthogonal factor analysis
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suggested the presence of 4 factors (each with eigenvalues greater than
1) which together accounted for 58% of the test variance. The items
which had loadings of .40 are presented in Table 3, along with their
factor loadings (following a varimax rotation). My interpretation of
the meaning of these four factors is as follows:
Factor 1: Generalized, relatively context free, "feelings of
inadequacy" or low self-esteem
Factor 2: Feelings of competence and self-confidence, evaluation
of oneself as a "success" and expectations of future
success
Factor 3: Specific self-evaluations of competence and self-
confidence in public speaking situations
Factor 4: Specific self-evaluations of competence and self-
confidence in social interactions with strangers
Taken together, the findings from the Hamilton (1971) study and
the factor analysis of the O'Brien (1975) study suggest that future de-
velopment of the Eagly scale might proceed along one of two possible
tracks: (1) the scale might be revised in an attempt to insure that it
is measuring a unidimensional trait; (2) the scale might be used (if ap-
propriately expanded) to measure a number of more specific self-
evaluations as well as the more global component of self-esteem. Such
further development of this scale might help to clarify the number of
mixed and marginally significant findings associated with use of this
scale (e.g., Eagly, 1980; O'Brien, 1975).
Substantive research using this scale has established empirical
links between high self-esteem and dominance and between high self-
esteem and resistance to conformity and persuasion pressures.
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TABLE 3
FACTOR ANALYSIS OF ITEM CORRELATIONS
FROM THE EAGLY SELF-ESTEEM SCALE
Factor 1 ; (33.7% of total variance)
#1 (.57) . • • nothing I can do well
#2 (.41) . • • handle self well in social situations
#5 (.62) . • • worry about whether others like you
//6 (.58) . • • feel self conscious
//8 (.40) . • • troubled by shyness
#11 (.66) . • • feel inferior to most others
#12 (.69) . • • feel worthless
#15 (.52) . • • worry about how get along with others
#16 (.63) . • • dislike self
#20 (.56) . • • feel discouraged with self . . . wonder whether
anything is worthwhile
Factor 2 ; (9.9% of total variance)
#10 (.59) . . . feel successful as a person
#13 (.56) . . . confident of future job or career success
#18 (.65) . . . confident that some day others will respect you, look
up to you
#19 (.66) . . . confident about abilities
Factor 3 ; (8.2% of total variance)
#4 (.71) . . . afraid or worried when talk in front of class
#7 (.53) . . . pleased with performance when talk in front of class
#14 (.49) . . . sure of self when speak in class discussion
Factor 4; (5.8% of total variance)
#9 (.56) . . . comfortable when starting a conversation with people
you don't know
#17 (.62) . . . sure of self when among strangers
Note. Numbers in parentheses refer to. factor loadings following a vari-
max rotation. All items with loadings of .40 or greater are
listed under each factor above. Factor analysis based on 206
female subjects from O'Brien (1975). Prior to the computation of
the factor analyses, scores for negatively worded items were
reversed
.
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The Coppersmith self-esteem scale . The final unidimensional scale to be
discussed here was developed by Coopersmith (1967). The scale consists
of fifty- eight items to which subjects respond by indicating whether
the item is "Like me" or "Unlike me." Coopersmith (1967) hypothesized
four sources of overall self-esteem: Competence, Power,
Lovability/Likability (referred to by Coopersmith as "Significance") and
Moral Self-Approval (referred to by Coopersmith as "Virtue"). In a
previous analysis (O'Brien, 1978) the present author categorized the
items from the Coopersmith scale into four categories mentioned above
along with a "General self- esteem" category. This previous analysis
revealed the following frequency of items for each category:
—21 items: General self-esteem
— 8 items: Competence versus Incompetence
—13 items: Likability /Lovability versus Unlikability /Unlovability
— 5 items: Moral Self-Approval versus Guilt
— 3 items: Power versus Powerlessness
— 8 items: Not readily categorized
Coopersmith offered no justification for the inclusion of items (e.g.,
item analyses) and derived only a single score from his scale (in spite
of the fact that he hypothesized the existence of five separate facets
of self-esteem).
Adequate reliability figures have been reported for the Cooper-
smith scale. Coopersmith reported test-retest reliabilities of .88 and
.70 over a .five-week and a three-year interval, respectively. Crandall
(1973) reported homogeneity data for the Coopersmith scale which
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suggested the scale has a split-half reliability of .88. No data are
available which examine the distribuiton of scores on the Coopersmith
scale and thus there is not any way to determine whether the scale is
affected by any ceiling effect.
Convergent validity for the Coopersmith scale has been demon-
strated in several studies. Crandall (1973) found a correlation of .60
between the Coopersmith and Rosenberg (1965) scales. Taylor and Reitz
(1968) found a correlation of .45 between the Coopersmith scale and the
self-acceptance scale of the California Psychological Inventory. Ziller
et al. (1969) reported correlations of .37 and .23 (for males and fe-
males, respectively) between the Coopersmith scale and the Cutick (1962)
scale. Ziller et al. also reported correlations of .46 and .17 (for
males and females, respectively) between the Coopersmith scale and the
Bills (1958) scale. The convergent validity figures reported by Ziller
et al. are rather low, especially for female subjects.
Discriminant validity has to some extent been demonstrated by
Taylor and Reitz (1968) who found a correlation of .44 between the
Coopersmith scale and the Marlowe-Crowne (1958) social desirability
scale.
Coopersmith (1967) developed a very extensive nomological net of
relationships between self-esteem and other variables. The Coopersmith
monograph reported the results of an intensive study of eighty-five
early adolesccent males. A wide variety , of data were assembled which
included: self-report questionnaires, performance on experimental
tasks, psychological testing (e.g., intelligence tests), teacher
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ratings, interviews with subjects' mothers and self-report question-
naires filled out by mothers.
Coopersmith divided his subjects into five groups which were de-
fined in terms of subjective self-esteem (i.e., scores on the Cooper-
smith self-esteem scale) and in terms of "behavioral" self-esteem (i.e.,
teacher ratings of the subjects' levels of behavioral self-esteem). The
resulting five groups were: high-high (i.e., high subjective and high
behavioral self-esteem), high-low, medium-medium, low-high, and low-low.
For many of the data analyses, however, Coopersmith divided his subjects
into three groups based on their subjective self-esteem.
An exhaustive review of Coopersmith' s findings is well beyond the
scope of the present review. Several of the more intersting and rele-
vant findings are presented below.
(1) Competence . A generally monotonic relationship was found be-
tween subjective self-esteem and competence. Estimates of the subjects'
intelligence made by their mothers and subjects' actual performance on a
standard IQ test revealed that high self-esteem was associated with high
levels of intellectual ability. Subjects' reports of CPA showed a simi-
lar trend as did subjects' and mothers' global assessments of subjects'
"abilities" and "effectiveness."
(2) Popularity or likability . A sociometric scale was employed to
evaluate subjects' popularity with their classmates. Popularity was
found to be associated both with teachers' ratings of high behavioral
self-esteem and with high subjective self-esteem (although the strength
of this relationship was greater with behavioral self-esteem). Subjects
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also rated the quality of their peer relationships and analysis of this
variable revealed that 53% of the low self-esteem group rated their peer
relationships as excellent or good, compared to 94% of the medium self-
esteem group and 77% of the high self-esteem group. A similar non-
monotonic finding was observed for subjects' ratings of how "easy or
hard" it was for them to make friends—i.e., the medium self-esteem
group reported the most positive peer relationships, followed by the
high and the low self-esteem groups, respectively.
(3) Family relationships . Marital separation or divorce occurred
more often in the families of low self-esteem subjects than in the fam-
ilies of medium or high self-esteem subjects (which did not differ). A
number of other findings distinguished the low self-esteem group from
the medium and high self-esteem groups: mothers' acceptance of their
mothering role, mothers' satisfaction with husbands' performance in the
father role, mothers' reports of affection and rapport with their chil-
dren, mothers' knowledge of subjects' friends, mothers' report of annoy-
ance with their children and mothers' emotional distance from their
children. These findings suggest that a certain threshold of parental
love, involvement, and acceptance is required for a child to have a rea-
sonably adequate level of self-esteem. However, the level of parental
love, involvement and acceptance does not distinguish between medium and
high self-esteem subjects.
(4) Training for self-control . A monotonic relationship was usu-
ally found between subjective self-esteem and measures of the degree to
which parents successfully imposed limits and discipline upon their
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children. Mothers whose children had high self-esteem reported that
they set high standards for their children, effectively enforced limits
and rules, punished their children such that the children felt deserving
of punishment, felt in control of their family and were decisive in
their decision making. These mothers, however, were not mere ogres.
They were also distinguished by the degree to which they allowed their
children to question their thinking with regard to rewards and punish-
ment, by their use of reason over force in exacting compliance from
their children, and by their preference for reward over punishment in
disciplinary matters.
(5) Personal power
. A monotonic relationship was found between
subjective self-esteem and subjects' reports of their attitude toward
and performance in situations requiring leadership. High self-esteem
subjects tended to describe themselves more as "talkers" than "lis-
teners," as more willing to risk the anger of others by expressing un-
popular views, and as less sensitive to criticism. In an Asch-type
conformity test, low self-esteem subjects most often exhibited conform-
ity, followed by the high and medium self-esteem groups, respectively
(the difference between the medium and high groups were minimal, how-
ever).
(6) Body functioning and appearance . Ratings made by the clinical
interviewers of subjects' overall body functioning and appearance re-
vealed that low subjective self-esteem subjects were rated less posi-
tively than the high and medium self-esteem subjects (who showed only
minimal differences). Mothers' reports of the age at which their
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chldren started walking revealed a similar pattern among the self-
esteem groups, suggesting that differences in body functioning may have
been present at a very early age.
In summary, research to date has generally supported the reliabil-
ity and validity of the Coopersmith scale. In this matter my evaluation
agrees more closely with that of Crandall (1973) than with that of Wylie
(1974). Empirical links have been established between Coopersmith'
s
scale and measures of competence, likability, harmoniousness and ade-
quacy of family life, training for self-control, personal power, and
body functioning and appearance.
One major unresolved problem with Coopersmith' s scale concerns the
lack of congruence between Coopersmith' s theory of self-esteem and his
measure of self-esteem. If self-esteem is a multidimensional construct
(as Coopersmith argued), then this multidimensionality should be built
into his measure of self-esteem. Clearly, much refinement would be re-
quired to develop the Coopersmith scale into an adequate multidimen-
sional measure of self-esteem (or to justify its present use as a uni-
dimensional measure).
Summary . I will now briefly summarize the major points developed in
this section. Several unidimensional self-esteem scales have been
widely used in research and have been shown to be related to a number of
interesting variables, including: competence, personal power (leader-
ship, resistance to persuasion), intact and harmonious family life, peer
popularity or likability, training for self-control and body functioning
and appearance.
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Each of the self-esteem trait measures reviewed suffers from at
least one of the following problems: (1) factor analyses have suggested
that more than one factor may be measured by the Rosenberg (1965) and
Eagly (1967) scales. No information on this point is available for the
Coopersmith (1967) scale. (2) A ceiling effect may be present in these
scales such that differentiation among subjects at the upper levels of
self-esteem is difficult if not impossible. This is a severe problem
with the Rosenberg scale, and a slight problem with the Eagly scale. No
information on this issue is available for the Coopersmith scale.
(3) Finally, Coopersmith' s scale is not adequately tied to his own theo-
retical statements concerning the nature of self-esteem. That is,
Coopersmith 's theory suggests self-esteem is a multi-dimensional con-
struct and yet his scale has been developed as a unidimensional meas-
ure!
Multidimensional Trait Theories and
Measures of Self-Esteem
In this section two measurement instruments will be considered:
the Tennessee Self-Concept scale (Fitts, 1965) and the Adjective Check
List (Cough and Heilbirun, 1965). The theoretical positions of these
authors appear to be rather eclectic as the authors seem more interested
in pragmatic applications of their measures than with formal theory de-
velopment. Therefore, I will primarily attend to the measures them-
selves and to the nomothetic net of relationships that has been estab-
lished between these measures and other variables.
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The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS) . This scale has been used in a
great many studies and is probably the best known of all self-concept
measures. The TSCS consists of one hundred items, ninety of which pre-
sumably tap self-concept variables and ten of which presumably measure
defensiveness (these ten items were taken from the MMPI Lie scale).
Each of the self-concept items was judged by seven clinical psycholo-
gists and items were included only if these judges showed perfect agree-
ment in categorizing the item into one of fiteen categories. The fif-
teen categories can be summarized in a 3x5 matrix. In this matrix the
three rows represent: Identity ("What I am"); self satisfaction ("How I
feel about myself"); and behavior ("How I act"). The five columns of
the matrix represent: physical-self ; moral-ethical-self ; personal-self
(the individual's sense of personal worth and evaluations of his person-
ality apart from his body or his relationship to others); family-self ;
and social-self (evaluation of adequacy in social interaction).
Scores on the TSCS are derived by summing across the rows and down
the columns, along with computing a total score. Thus there are a total
of sixteen summary scores (five column scores, three row scores, and the
total score) and each of the items counts toward three separate scores
(row, column and total score). In addition, several other derivative
scores are computed. Fitts (1965) reported test-retest reliability data
over a two week period which suggested that all of the scores on the
TSCS possess adequate reliability. However, no internal consistency
data have been reported for any of the subscores (Crandall, 1973).
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Several sources of validity information have been presented by
Fltts (1965). First, and most compelling, were demonstrations of the
ability of the TSCS to discriminate meaningfully among various groups of
people. For example, individuals identified as psychiatric patients
differed markedly from "normal" subjects on nearly all of the subscales
of the TSCS (with the psychiatric patients reporting less positive self-
concepts). At the other extreme of psychological functioning, individ-
uals identified as being high in "Personality Integration" (based on
clinical interviews) had more positive self-concept scores on the TSCS
than the normative group. Scores on the TSCS also differentiate among
more specific clinical groups. For example, consider the scores vdiich
most differentiated between "Paranoid Schizophrenics" and people diag-
nosed as "Depressive Reaction." The paranoid group scored higher on
total self-esteem and defensiveness while the depressive group scored
higher on the self-criticism scale. Fitts reported other data concerned
with several other diagnostic groups (e.g., delinquents, personality
disorders) and distinctive groups of "normals" (e.g., job applicants,
army paratroop trainees). By and large, the findings concerning these
groups "make sense" in terms of the presumed psychodjmamics of the
groups involved. Taken together, the criterion group data suggest some
credence to claims of TSCS validity.
Fitts reported correlations between the TSCS and several other
personality inventories. The scales from the MMPI most highly corre-
lated with total self-esteem were: Depression (-.52), Psychasthenia
(-.62), Schizophrenia (-.58), and Social Introversion (-.64). Lower
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correlations were obtained for the followoing scales: Paranoia (-.35),
Lie (.19), and Hysteria (-.34). The total self-esteem score also was
highly correlated with the Taylor Manifest Anxiety scale (-.70), the
Cornell Medical Index (-.56), the Eysenck Neuroticism Scale (-.59) and
the Eysenck. Extraversion Scale (.53),
A final source of validity information concerned predictions of
TSCS scores under specified conditions (primarily psychotherapy). One
study (Ashcraft and Fitts, 1964) compared a group of thirty therapy pa-
tients with twenty-four "waiting list" control subjects. The TSCS was
administered at the beginning of therapy (or placement on the waiting
list) and readministered six months later. The therapy group showed
significant changes in the expected direction on eighteen or twenty-two
scale scores while the control group showed changes on only two scores.
Fitts (1965) also reported several other studies of therapy, army para-
troop training and psychotropic medication. These studies generally
bore out the authors' predictions concerning changes on the TSCS as a
result of these experiences.
The scoring of the TSCS has been severely criticized by Wylie
(1974) and Bentler (1971). These authors have argued that the redundan-
cy of the scoring system makes discriminant validation of the various
scores unlikely, if not impossible. Wylie pointed out that no studies
have demonstrated the discriminant validity of the many separate scores
and that the high correlations among the various scores make the likeli-
hood of successful demonstrations of discriminant validity extremely re-
mote. The range of correlations among row scores with one another is
31
.80 to .91. For column scores the range of correlations is .41 to .75.
For correlations between total scores and column scores, the range is
.75 to .90.
A factor analysis of the TSCS was conducted by Vacchiano and
Strauss (1967) using the one hundred items of the TSCS as input (rather
than the derived scores). The authors extracted twenty factors with
eigenvalues greater than one using a principal components analysis.
These factors are summarized in Table 4. The results of the factor an-
alysis certainly suggest that the TSCS is a multidimensional measure.
Little support, however, was obtained for Fitts' 3 by 5 dimensional
classification of items. In particular, none of the factors which
emerged bore any resemblance to the three "row" dimensions in Fitts'
scheme (identity, self-evaluation and behavior). A number of the fac-
tors bore some resemblance to Fitts' "column" differentiations (family
self, moral-ethical self, personal-self, social-self and physical-self).
The correspondence between the factors obtained and Fitts' differentia-
tions was far from encouraging, however.
Given the logical and empirical problems with Fitts' scoring sys-
tem, it would appear most useful to revise his scale and develop a more
appropriate scoring schema. A good deal of rather interesting research
has been generated by this scale, and, as noted earlier, considerable
validity information exists (particularly concerning the "total score").
My conclusions here correspond more to those of Crandall (1973) than
Wylie (1974). Crandall 's more moderate criticism seems more appropriate
and more likely to stimulate better research than Wylie' s sweeping
32
TABLE 4
SUMMARY OF FACTOR ANALYSIS OF TENNESSEE
SELF-CONCEPT SCALE
Factor numbers and
percentage of variance Description of Facto
(1) Factors I, II (30%,
6%, respectively)
Negative and positive aspects,
respectively, of subjects' rela-
tionships with parents
(2) Factor III (6%) Generalized evaluations of oneself
as a person, general self-esteem
(3) Factor IV (6%) Self-ideal discrepancy items
(4) Factor V (5%) Body health and functioning
(5) Factor VI (5%) Self-control
(6) Factors VII, IX, XII,
XIII, XIV (3% for each
factor)
Various facets of moral self-
approval, religious attitudes
and behavior
(7) Factors VIII, XI (3%
each factor)
Body and dress appearance
(8) Factors XV, XVIII (3%
each factor)
Popularity and likability
(9) Factor XIX (3%) Defensiveness items
(10) Factors X, XVI, XX (3%,
3%, 2%, respectively)
Not readily interpretable
Note . Summary in this table is of results of factor analysis reported
by Vacchiano and Strauss (1967). Factor numbers are those re-
ported by Vacchiano and Strauss. Percentages of variance refer
to common variance.
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attacks which seem to lead either to nihilism or to a "pure" methodolog-
ical approach which too often loses sight of the lives of the subjects
studied.
The Adjective Check List (ACL) . The ACL (Gough and Heilbrun, 1965) has
been widely used in self-concept studies. While this measure has not
been primarily used as a self-concept measure, Wylie (1974) listed ap-
proximately forty articles in which this measure was so used. Five of
the ACL scales are of particular relevance to self-esteem issues:
defensiveness, self-favorability , self-unfavorability , self-confidence
and selfcontrol. Scores for the self-f avorability and unfavorability
variables are derived from responses to the seventy-five items judged as
most favorable and the seventy-five items judged as least favorable, re-
spectively (ratings of items were made by an independent sample of col-
lege students). Items for the other scales mentioned above were se-
lected by means of a "known group" criterion procedure—i.e., items for
these scales were chosen based on their ability to discriminate between
groups of people who were rated by independent criteria (usually peer
ratings) to be either very high or very low on each of these traits.
Factor analyses of the ACL (Parker and Megargee, 1967; Parker and
Veldman, 1969) have offered only very limited support for the classifi-
cation scheme developed for the ACL. The Parker and Veldman study em-
ployed more than 5,000 subjects and resulted in a factor analysis of the
300 by 300 item matrix of correlations. Parker and Veldman extracted
the ten largest factors from this matrix (each with eigenvalues greater
than 1). Following a varimax rotation, three of these factors were
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dropped because they included only two items each. Several of the re-
maining factors corresponded somewhat to Gough and Heilbrun's classifi-
cation scheme—however, in no case was the corespondence anywhere near
perfect. The number of items loading on each of the factors was invari-
ably much smaller than the number of items associated with each of Gough
and Heilbrun's categories. For example, the first factor extracted by
Parker and Veldman included twenty-eight items. Twenty-one of these
items were included in the AC. favorability scale, thus indicating some
convergence with the ACL scoring procedure. However, it must be noted
that the ACL favorability scale included seventy-five items.
A factor analysis of the twenty-four scale scores described by
Gough and Heilbrun (1965) was conducted by Parker and McGargee (1967).
These authors performed two factor analyses on data from two separate
samples in = 196, 4000, respectively). Both factor analyses resulted in
four highly comparable factors which the authors interpreted as follows:
(1) positive versus negative evalution; (2) "ascendancy versus obsequi-
ousness"; (3) emotionality versus stolidity; and (4) number of adjec-
tives checked.
While not totally contradictory to Gough and Heilbrun's classifi-
cation scheme, the factor analytic studies discussed above d£ suggest
that more work is needed to bring into alignment the constructs devel-
oped by Gough and Heilbrun and the empirical indicators of these con-
structs on the ACL. In particular, it appears that a much smaller num-
ber of items may adequately account for most self-concept variables on
the ACL.
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One remaining problem with the ACL concerns its test-retest reli-
ability. Unlike all of the previously discussed scales, some question
exists as to the reliability of the ACL. For example, the favorability
and unfavorability scores showed only modest test-retest reliabilities
over a ten week period (_r = .76, .84, respectively, for male college
students; _r = .67, .77, for females). Over a six month period, relia-
bilities of .31 and 38 were obtained for samples of adult males. One
reason for such low reliabilities may be that it is difficult for sub-
jects to maintain their concentration or motivation while rating such a
large number of adjectives. A study by Warr and Knapper (1967) is sug-
gestive on this issue. These authors found that there was a steady de-
cline in both "yes" and "no" responses as a function of ordinal position
of items. Items encounterd later in the ACL were more likely to be left
blank than were items encounterd earlier in the ACL (this held true both
for the standard alphabetic order of ACL items and for an experimental
version in which items were presented in reverse alphabetic order). The
presence of such a "boredom" effect also suggests that the validity of
the ACL might be enhanced by a substantial reduction of the number of
scale items.
Summary . To briefly summarize the main points in this section, some
interesting and suggestive research has been generated by the TSCS of
Fitts (1965) and the ACL of Cough and Heilbrun (1965). These measures,
however, suffer from some severe problems concerning the nature of the
dimensions being measured by the scales. The TSCS and the ACL are un-
doubtedly multidimensional measures. However, the nature of the
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dimensions extracted by means of factor analyses does not correspond
very well at all with the nature of the dimensions specified by the
authors of these scales. A great deal of research is needed, then, to
revise these scales so that their purported subscales show empirical co-
herence (and meaningful differentiations between subscales). Such work
will necessarily precede any demonstrations of the discriminant validity
of the various subscales of these measures.
A second major problem concerns only the ACL. Unlike most self-
concept measures, the ACL appears to have rather low test-retest relia-
bility. Such low reliability appears due to the excessive length of the
ACL. An increment in reliability, gnd validity of the ACL may well be
obtained by substantially reducing the number of test items.
Overall Comments Regarding Previous
Measures of Self-Esteem
A couple of overarching comments are in order which relate to is-
sues which will be considered in the development of the proposed self-
esteem scale. The most general issue concerns the lack of convergence
between theroretical analyses and the measurement of self-esteem. Among
the scales reviewed there is not a single instance in which a theory of
self-esteem has been adequately represented by measurement procedures.
For example, Coopersmith (1967) specified five different facets of self-
esteem and then constructed a scale which is summarized by a single
score. Likewise, Eagly (1967) and Rosenberg (1965) conceptualized
self-esteem as a unidimensional trait. However, these authors have
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constructed scales which appear, based on factor analyses, to be multi-
dimensional.
A second general issue concerns the finding that several corre-
lates of global self-esteem have been observed in one or more of the
studies summarized in this section. These correlates include: (1) high
self-esteem is associated with leadership experience and/or ability,
dominance and resistance to persuasion or conformity pressures (Rosen-
berg, 1965; Hamilton, 1971; Eagly, 1980; and Coopersmith, 1967); (2) low
self-esteem in adolescents is associated with family disharmony and/or
dysfunction (e.g., divorce) and with parental indifference to the adol-
escent's life (Rosenberg, 12..65; Coopersmith, 1967); (3) high self-esteem
is associated with high levels of intellectual ability, academic
achievement and more positive expectations concerning future work suc-
cess (Rosenberg, 1965; Coopersmith, 1967); (4) high self-esteem is asso-
ciated with peer acceptance, popularity or likability (Rosenberg, 1965;
Coopersmith, 1967); (5) high self-esteem in adolecents is associated
with parental practices which successfully instill self-control in the
youngster (Coopersmith, 1967). The above correlates are emphasized here
because of their similarity to five of the sources of self-esteem to be
discussed later in the section which follows (i.e.. Personal power,
Lovability, Competence, Likability, and Self-control, respectively).
CHAPTER II
THEORY AND MEASUREMENT OF THE SELF-CONCEPT AND SELF-ESTEEM
Epstein's Self-Theory
Epstein (1973, 1979) has elaborated a theory which incorporates
insights from phenomenological (e.g., Rogers, 1951; Kelly, 1955) psy-
choanalytic (e.g., Sullivan, 1953) and cognitive theories (e.g., Sarbin,
1962) into an integrated theory of personality. A brief summary of
Epstein's conceptualization follows, with a particular emphasis on his
notions concerning the self-concept and self-esteem.
Epstein argued th§t:
The human mind is so constituted that it tends to organize experi-
ence into conceptual systems. Human beings make connections between
events, and, having made connections, they connect the connections,
and so on until they have developed an organized system of higher
and lower order constructs that is both differentiated and inte-
grated. (Epstein, 1979, p. 33).
One of the major differentiations in the conceptual systems of all nor-
mal functioning individuals is between his/her self-theory and his/her
world-theory . While the self-theory and world-theory are obviously
interrelated, Epstein has concentrated on the former as he argued that
the individual's self-theory serves as the nucleus of his/her overall
conceptual system.
Rather than existing for its own sake, the individual's self-
theory is a conceptual tool which is developed to achieve certain uni-
versal human goals. Epstein (1973) initially argued that the functions
of the self-theory included: (1) to assimilate the data of experience;
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(2) to maintain a favorable pleasure/pain balance "in the foreseeable
future"; and (3) to maintain self-esteem. More recently, Epstein ap-
pears to have added two ad di tonal major functions for the self-theory:
(4) to maintain the organization of the self-theory:
In general, any theory is better than none, as without a theory for
organizing experience, there can be nothing but chaos. A personal
theory of reality can therefore be organized not only to assimilate
the data of experience, maintain a favorable pleasure/pain balance,
and maintain self-esteem, but to maintain itself. (Epstein, 1979,
p. 42).
(5) the "reality principle"—i.e., the person's self-theory must take
into account "objective" or "inter-subjective" reality factors (Epstein,
1979). In this way Epstein's theory differs from purely phencmenologi-
cal theories and more resembles psychoanalytic theory.
In addition to postulating that maintenance of self-esteem is a
basic fxmction of the self-theory, Epstein also argued that the person's
overall self-esteem is universally found to be one of the most basic
self-postulates. Threats to self-esteem result in negatively-toned emo-
tions (anxiety, sadness, etc.) and also result in a variety of defensive
processes (e.g., constriction of the self-theory). Increases in self-
esteem, on the other hand, result in openness to new experience, expan-
siveness of the self theory and euphoric emotions. In agreement with
Coopersmith (1967), Epstein argued that there are four basic "sources of
self-esteem": (1) competence versus incompetence; (2) power versus
powerlessness; (3) lovability versus unlovability ; and (4) moral self-
approval versus guilt.
Because of the hierarchical nature of the self-theory, it is rela-
tively easy to change peripheral or lower order self postulates. Such
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changes, when they occur, have only minor consequences for the overall
functioning of the self-theory. More central, or higher order, postu-
lates, on the other hand, are very resistant to change as they are based
on both a long history of experience and on numerous connections with
other self-postulates. If, however, such a basic postulate is changed
(e.g., as the result of a traumatic life event) it will result in major
"reverberations" throughout the self-theory, and may even threaten the
entire organization of the self-theory (or, in a more positive direc-
tion, may lead to many new possibilities for expansion and growth).
Epstein's theory has a "genetic" component in the sense that he
assigned major importance to the role of early childhood experience in
determining the organization and content of the self-theory. For ex-
ample, Epstein (1979) argued that the young child's first feelings of
self-esteem come from the introjection of parental feelings toward the
child. Such early experiences, particularly when they are supported by
subsequent life experiences which are consistent with these early intro-
jections, result in highly stable and basic self-postulates which are
extremely resistant to change. Epstein has carefully differentiated his
genetic notions from those of psychoanalytic theory which postulates an
invariable sequence of genetic states of development (i.e., oral, anal,
phcLLlic, latency and genital).
Epstein's emphasis on the integrative function of the self-theory
was apparently arrived at independently of the recent burgeoning inter-
est in psychoanalytic notions concerning the role of integration and
identity in psychic functioning (e.g., Erikson, 1959; Guntrip, 1969,
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1971; Hartman, 1958, 1964; Jacobson, 1959, 1964; Kernberg, 1975, 1977;
Kohut, 1971, 1977; Lichtenstein, 1961, 1977; Mahler, 1958; Mahler, Pine
and Bergmn, 1975; Spitz, 1958, 1959, 1962). Lichtenstein is perhaps
the most clear in his emphasis on the centrality of integrative func-
tions:
Psychoanalytic evidence makes it also probable that the maintenance
of identity in man has priority over any other principle determining
human behavior, not only the reality principle but also the pleasure
principle ^1961, p. 189).
In the absence of a preadapt edness to a specific environment based
on behavior patterns like those in lower animals, man is able to
survive only insofar as he has an integrated mind . . . survival in
man must refer to survival as a unique person . . . who has been
able to develop a sense of his own unique identity and has been cap-
able of maintaining it. (1977, p. 237),
Recent psychoanalytic thought also is quite consistent with Ep-
stein's rejection of the mechanistic "hydraulic" notions of tradi-
tional psychoanalysis. As Gun trip (1971) put it:
. . . Freud, beginning his work in an age of material or natural
science, took it for granted that the study of human behavior in any
scientific sense would have to be based on physiology and biology.
It has taken a very long time to realize that that is a study of the
machinery of the personal life, not of its essential quality , to use
Freud's own term, a study of the mechanisms of behavior and not of
the meaningful personal experience that is the essence of the per-
sonal self (p. 49).
Thus Epstein's recent theory is in agreement with recent directions in
psychoanalytic thought which reject physicalistic metaphors of psychic
functioning in favor of a more purely psychological model which empha-
sizes the cognitive and affective symbolization of experience.
Empirical support for Epstein's theory comes primarily from two
sources: (1") a series of naturalistic studies of everyday life behavior
(Epstein, 1977, 1978; Losco and Epstein, 1978; O'Brien and Epstein,
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1974); and (2) the development of the Self-Report Inventory (SRI) which
is the focus of the present dissertation (O'Brien and Epstein, 1973;
Crago, Epstein, McCargo, O'Brien and Quiroz, 1975; Epstein, 1976, 1978).
In one of the naturalistic studies, Epstein (1977) demonstrated
that the reliability coefficients of most emotional, behavioral and cog-
nitive events are very low (barely above chance levels) when observed
over a period of only two days. For most of these variables, however,
reliability coefficients in the .70s and .80s were obtained when the ob-
servation period' included 30 days. Thus Epstein concluded:
The findings indicated that personality variables are stable when
averaged over a sufficient sample of observations, but not when
based on single observations. This supports the view that person-
ality is situationally responsive, yet inherently stable (Epstein,
1977, pp. 72-73).
In a study of naturally occurring changes in self-esteem, O'Brien
and Epstein (1974) demonstrated that the functioning of the self-theory
is such that affective changes in one self-postulate "reverberate" in
the sense of having broad ranging affective consequences in numerous
areas of the self. For example, the individual whose competence is
raised following feedback from an important exam, tends not only to feel
competent, but also to feel likable, powerful, and morally above re-
proach. In addition, broad affective consequences also occur, including
general happiness, freedom from anxiety, and energy availability.
In addition to the above findings, O'Brien and Epstein (1974) also
obtained partial support for the preliminary formulation of four sources
of self-esteem, with competence versus incompetence and lovability ver-
sus unlovability being found to be more frequent sources of self-esteem
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than power versus powerlessness or moral self-approval versus guilt.
Finally, the O'Brien and Epstein (1974) study provided evidence that the
conceptualization of four primary sources of self-esteem was insuffi-
cient to fully account for the types of experiences reported by sub-
jects. This led to the expansion of the conceptualization of sources of
self-esteem to include will power (self-control), likability, body
health, body f\anctioning , and body appearance as additional sources of
self-esteem.
In a study of everyday experiences of praise and criticism, Losco
(Losco, 197 7; Losco and Epstein, 1978) found evidence to support both
the tendencies toward self-enhancement and toward consistency in the in-
dividual's self-theory. Losco's data could not be accounted for in
terms of either self-enhancement or consistency theories alone (e.g.,
Jones, 1973) and could only be accounted for in terms of the interaction
between these two needs (note that Epstein's theory includes both of
these needs—to maintain self-esteem and to maintain the internal con-
sistency of the self-theory itself). Losco's study also provided em-
pirical evidence for the tendency of the self-theory to expand (e.g.,
seek out new experiences) following positive evaluations and to con-
strict (e.g., withdraw and avoid new experiences) following negative
evaluations.
Discussion of the Self-Report Inventory will be resrved for the
following section where the collaborative development of this inventory
over the past seven years will be described.
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Critical evaluation
. Obviously, the present author is in broad agree-
ment with Epstein's formulations concerning the nature and functioning
of the self-theory. Below are presented several areas in which the pre-
sent author diverges from or attempts to further articulate Epstein's
formulations.
The breadth or scope of Epstein's continuously expanding theory is
both a major strength and a potential weakness. Epstein (1973) de-
scribed a number of criteria by which scientific theories may be evalu-
ated: extensivitiy
,
parsimony, empirical validity, testability, inter-
nal consistency and usefulness. My own evaluation is that Epstein's
theory of the self fares very well in terms of each of these criteria
except for testability. That is, the breadth of Epstein's formulation
is such that its scientific validation would involve a multi-person,
multi-year research effort. Rather than argue that Epstein's theory is
untestable
,
I would instead maintain that much of his theory is as yet
untested . To date, only limited demonstrative empirical work, has been
conducted to test Epstein's multi-faceted theory. Several ideas are
discussed below which would render Epstein's theory more tested.
(1) Assessment of the self-postulate system. To date, Epstein has
spelled out in only the most general terms how one might determine the
major and minor postulates in an individual's self-theory. Epstein has
concentrated on developing a method by which specific self-postulates
might be uncovered—i.e., the systematic observation of naturally
occurring emotional events. It would seem that the method developed by
Epstein depends on an assumption which has yet to be proven:
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. . .
for an emotion to occur, a postulate of significance must be
implicated.
. . . It is assumed that the stronger the positive or
negative emotion, the more significant is the postulate that is im-
plicated for maintaining a function of the self-theory of the indi-
vidual. (Epstein, 1973, pp. 411-412, emphasis added).
While it seems intuitively appealing that one might identify the indi-
vidual's most significant postulates by observing everyday events which
elicit emotional reaction, other possibilities also exist. That is, it
may. be that many of the most significant postulates of an individual are
not ordinarily called into question in the course of everyday life.
Consider, for example, an individual whose feelings of worth depend on
the love he receives from his spouse. This individual has developed a
healthy and we11-functioning marital relationship. To the extent that
this person and his spouse are successful in maintaining a smooth-
functioning marriage, the day-to-day emotions of this person might not
be greatly affected by his marital life (for example, as compared to the
vicissitudes of emotional reaction concerning his more unstable career).
It might only be possible to observe extreme emotional reactivity con-
cerning this person's marriage in the event that his marriage faltered
(an unlikely event in this case). One still might obtain enlightening
data on this issue by asking the person to imagine what life would be
like without his spouse. However, in the above example, it would be
misleading to rely on naturally occurring emotions alone as evidence
concerning which of the individual's self-postulates are most important.
Such reliance on naturally occurring emotions ignores the purposive and
self-correcting aspects of human behavior. From the present view,
Epstein's method of studying naturally occurring emotions should be
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supplemented by traditional self-report methods (such as the present
Self-Report Inventory),
(2) Representation of the self-theory. Epstein has been rather
vague as to how one might represent the hierarchical structure of the
self-theory. At some points Epstein describes the person's self-
postulates in terms of "common traits" (Allport, 1937) while at other
points Epstein describes these postulates in more Idiosyncratic terms.
In addition, Epstein has not proposed any method by which the individ-
ual's self-postulate system might be represented. Various mathematical
and conceptual models have been proposed for representing self-referent
concepts: the implication grid (Crockett, 1965), factor analysis
(Cattell, 1952), cluster analysis and multidimensional scaling (Jones,
Sensenig and Haley, 1974). None of these models is sufficiently complex
to accommodate Epstein's formulation. However, it remains necessary to
find systematic ways to represent the person's self-postulate system in
order to empirically study the nature of this system. If it is not pos-
sible to measure and symbolically or mathematically represent the indi-
vidual's self-postulate system, any demonstration of the validity of
Epstein's theory must depend on rather indirect analyses or data or on
clinical and/or theoretical analyses. The present self-esteem scale
represents an attempt to elaborate the structure of certain aspects of
the self-theory.
(3) Defensiveness. A final vagueness in Epstein's theory concerns
the nature and functioning of defensive processes. While there is some
empirical evidence to support the notion that individuals tend to
47
defensively constrict their self-theories in the face of threat (Losco
and Epstein, 1978), the empirical literature concerning other "psycho-
analytic" defense mechanisms is rather diappointing in terms of empir-
ical measurement of such processes (e.g.. Holmes, 1978). Epstein's an-
alysis of the nature and functioning of defensive processes at this
point remains primarily at the theoretical and clinical level, with min-
imal empirical support for his theory. The present self-esteem scale
will include a rather narrowly defined, but empirically testable, mea-
sure of defensiveness.
The above criticism of Epstein's theory is perhaps unfair given
the recency of his theory. Much further research and further articula-
tion of Epstein's theory is needed in order to empirically support its
validity. The following sections will describe the present author's ef-
forts to elaborate Epstein's (and others') theoretical views into a mea-
surable and testable system of postulates.
Basic Assumptions Underlying the Self-Report Inventory
Following from Epstein (1973, 1979) it is here assumed that people
develop self-theories, or an integrated system of postulates concerning
themselves as persons. It is useful to make a clear distinction between
the cognitive and affective aspects of the person's self-theory. The
cognitive aspect (or self-concept) refers to the content of the person's
self-theory—e.g. , a person might have a set of postulates concerning
"self-as-athlete. " The affective aspect of the person's self-theory (or
self-esteem) refers to the evaluative tone or the positive versus
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negative valence associated with any given self-concept—e.g. , a person
might think of him/herself as "an outstanding athlete" or as "a terrible
athlete."
Self-concepts vary greatly in terms of the size of the domain to
which they refer. At the most narrow level, a concept of self might re-
fer to one's behavior in a very specific set of situations (e.g., "I am
a good ping pong player"). A minimal condition for the emergence of any
self-postulate (no matter how specific or general) is that the person's
behavior and view of him/herself show temporal stability in that domain.
Note that Eysenck (1947) specified this condition in his analysis of
personality traits. Such a notion of stability does not imply that the
person rigidly behaves or sees him/herself in the same way in all situa-
tions, but that, over time
,
stable behavioral and self-representational
tendencies emerge in these situations (Epstein, 1976). The broadest
level of generality includes concepts of self which link together many
more narrow concepts of self—e.g. overall self-esteem represents a
summary or average of self-evaluations across the entire domain of the
person's self-theory. The proposed self-esteem scale will attempt to
cover the broad domain of experiences that have relevance to the overall
self- esteem of most individuals.
Individuals may not always be able to verbalize their concepts of
self, many of which operate at an implicit level (Epstein, 1973;
Schneider, 1973). Epstein (1973) argued that the observation of day-
to-day fluctuations in emotions represents a crucial way to identify the
individual's most significant self-postulates. I would argue (not
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necessarily in opposition to Epstein's appraoch) that while not all in-
dividuals can verbalize all of their significant self-postulates, sensi-
tive and direct inquiry can reveal a great deal about a person's
self-postulate system. Thus my approach here will be to rely primarily
on direct self-reports while recognizing that for some individuals and
for some self-postulates, direct self-reports may need to be augmented
by the use of more indirect techniques.
The individual's self-theory can usefully be examined from both a
state and trait perspective in a manner similar to that developed by
Spielberger (1966) who was concerned with the measurement of anxiety.
Thus, the individual's self-esteem with regard to any of his/her self-
concepts will tend to show substantial variability on a day-to-day or
even moment-to-moment basis (state level), and yet, over time, substan-
tial consistencies emerge in overall or average level of self-esteem
(trait level). An additional characteristic of the modern state-trait
view (Epstein, 1976; O'Brien, 1978; Raush, 1977) is that any given con-
cept of self has associated with it a "range of convenience" (Kelly,
1955), that is, a set of situations which are hypothesized to be rele-
vant to the concept in question. To say that someone is "honest" or
"intelligent" imples also a range of situations in which such behavior
might be "relevant." While traits may be defined in either idiosyncra-
tic or "common" terms (Allport, 1937, 1966) the present approach will be
limited to common traits because traits defined in this manner are more
amenable to empirical study.
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One way in which the present theory and measurement approach dif-
fers from traditional trait theory is that one's standing on the trait
of self-esteem involves motivational issues. Briefly, individuals are
motivated by the needs to: (1) increase and maintain their self-esteem
within the constraints of reality and past experience and (2) to main-
tain a consistent and well-integrated view of themselves (Epstein, 1973,
1979; Losco, 1977; Losco and Epstein, 1978), One consequence of this
latter motivation is that individuals' evaluations of themselves are ex-
pected to show consistency across broad content areas (e.g., the person
who feels very lovable will also tend to feel relatively competent).
A final conceptual issue concerns, the importance of social inter-
action in determining and maintaining the individual's self-theory.
Almost no concepts of self or feelings about self can exist apart from
the give and take of social interaction. All of the self-theory vari-
ables which are described in the following section thus emerge from, de-
pend on, and influence interpersonal processes. For this reason an
attempt will be made to highlight the role of social interaction in the
definition of the self-theory variables and in the measures of these
variables. To date, Epstein's theory has given only minimal attention
to social and interpersonal processes. The main way in which Epstein
has addressed these issues has been in terms of the influence of the
mother's attitude toward the infant on the infant's emerging self-
esteem. To a lesser extent, Epstein's (1979) recent notions concerning
defensiveness imply a concern for the way in which inter-subjective
reality factors affect the person's self-theory. While the proposed
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measurement instrument is focused on the individual, the conceptual
model and eventual research wil hopefully point to the crucial inter-
relatedness between interpersonal processes and the self-theory.
The Self-Report Inventory (SRI); A Multidimensional Measure
of the Self Concept and Sources of Self-Esteem
The Self-Report Inventory (SRI) represents an attempt to opera-
tionalize and measure several major aspects of the self-theory. Method-
ological and pragmatic issues dictate that the self-theory model pro-
posed earlier can only be partially examined in any given study or
series of studies. For the present, I have selected for examination
«
several aspects of the self-theory which appear to be of central impor-
tance and which appear amenable to empirical study.
The variables in the SRI all refer to rather broad or higher-order
self-postulates. Obviously, any self-theory has a large number of
"levels" within its hierarchical organization. The decision to focus on
relatively broad self-postulates resulted from the fact that higher-
order self-postulates can readily be defined which have import for the
self-theories of nearly all individuals. For example, self-postulates
concerning one's competence almost always have importance for one's
overall self-theory. On the other hand, as one focuses on more narrowly
defined self-postulates, the importance of any postulate for the per-
son's self-theory becomes extremely variable. For example, mechanical
ability may play an important role in the self-theory of a machinist,
but have virtually no bearing on the self theory of a college professor.
Or, to narrow the focus still further, the ability to repair an
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automobile may affect the self-esteem of some few individuals but not
affect the self-esteem of most of us who depend on others for our car
repairs.
The postulates chosen for inclusion in the SRI, taken together,
appear to subsume the great majority of areas of experience which most
often affect self-esteem. In the three following sections each of the
self-postulates to be included in the SRI will be defined and a justi-
fication will be offered for the inclusion of each subscale.
Self-esteem subscales
. Two levels of postulates will be described in
this section: (1) overall or global self-esteem which refers to one of
the broadest postulates in any self-theory, representing a summary or
average of the person's self-feelings across the entire domain of
his/her self-theory; (2) specific sources of self-esteem which refer to
more narrowly defined affect laden self-concepts which are closely
linked to overall self-esteem for most individuals. Each of these vari-
ables will be discussed below.
(1) Overall or global self-esteem is defined as:
Overall evaluations of self-worth and satisfaction with oneself ver-
sus dissatisfaction with oneself and feelings of worthlessness.
Persons at the high self-esteem end of this dimension feel highly
pleased and satisfied with themselves. They feel a solid sense of
self-importance and significance as a person. These people feel and
act in a manner which shows self-confidence and self-assurance.
They expect to do well and be successful in the future, just as they
feel quite positive about their past. Persons at the low self-
esteem end of this dimension feel highly displeased and dissatisfied
with themselves. They feel that as people they are insignificant
and unimportant. They feel and act in an overly modest manner.
These people are lacking in self-confidence and often experience
pervasive self-doubts. They fear that they will do poorly and ex-
perience failure in many areas of their lives unless they can change
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some things about themselves. They feel self-critical and negative
about their past.
There is almost no need to justify the inclusion of a global self-
esteem subscale since few would dismiss the importance of this variable.
Recent critics of research on general self-esteem (e.g., McGuire, 1978;
Rosenberg, 1978) have argued that too much emphasis has been placed on
the study of global self-esteem, to the exclusion of other interesting
variables. Few responsible critics have dismissed research on global
self-esteem as irrelevant or uninteresting.
(2) Competence is defined here as:
Self-evaluations that are concerned with issues of mastery and abil-
ity versus inadequacy and inability. Persons at the competent end
of this dimension feel highly capable of mastering new situations
which test their abilities and approach such situations with expec-
tations of success. They feel that they learn new things quickly
and that they do well at most things they attempt. Such people feel
that they possess a number of well developed skills and abilities
(or at least that they have potential). They usually feel that they
possess outstanding ability in at least some area or areas. These
persons tend to evaluate themselves as at least above average in in-
tellectual and/or mechanical/ technical ability. Persons at the
incompetent end of this dimension feel unable to readily master new
situations which require ability. They tend to approach situations
in which their ability will be evaluated with hesitancy and may
avoid such situations because they expect to do poorly. They feel
that they are slow to learn new things and they frequently fail to
master new tasks. Such people feel that they possess no skills or
abilities which might allow them to excel. They tend to feel "only
average" or below average in intellectual and/or mechanical/ tech-
nical ability.
A number of theorists assign great importance to the role of com-
petence in the maintenance and enhancement of self-esteem (e.g.,
Hartman, 1950; White, 1959, 1960, 1963, 1972; Coopersmith, 1967;
Epstein, 1973; Kernberg, 1975; Bowerman, 1978). Of these authors. White
is the most insistent that feelings of competence play a large role in
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determining feelings of self-esteem. Indeed, White (1972) argued that
feelings of competence are one of the dual sources of self-esteem—the
other source being "external" sources such as love received from others,
praise, criticism, etc. White was one of the first to call attention to
the importance of early childhood experiences of effectance or compe-
tence in the genesis of self-awareness and self-esteem.
The present model differs from that of White in that it seems ar-
tificial and not that helpful to differentiate so rigidly between
"inner" competence and "outer" rewards or evaluations. Only occasional-
ly do feelings of competence exist independently of the influence of the
outer world. One's self-evaluations of competence are usually strongly
related to the feedback one receives from others (although perhaps modi-
fied by the standards one sets for him/herself). White's thinking, how-
ever, has clear implications with regard to the operation of defensive
processes and will be discussed in a later section.
It is interesting to note that while many theorists have empha-
sized the importance of competence, only one measure of feelings of com- /
petence can be found among extant measures of self-esteem (Helmreich,
Stapp and Ervin, 1974). However, the authors of this scale are not very
clear in their definition of what their scale measures. Most of the
items in this scale are concerned with issues of social presence, lead-
ership, and dominance. The present scale focuses on a broad definition
of subjective competence which is not explicitly tied to interpersonal
skills, but rather to intellectual mastery and work or job-task effect-
ance. It is thus predicted that the proposed measure will show a
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moderate correlation with measures of achievement and intellectual abil-
ity. In contrast, Helmreich et al. (1974) found a non-significant cor-
relation between their measure and measures of academic achievement.
Empirical evidence of the relationship between competence and
self-esteem was obtained by O'Brien and Epstein (1974) in their study of
naturally occurring changes in self-esteem. It was found that incidents
involving competence issues were one of the most frequent and most in-
tense sources of changes in self-esteem.
(3) Lovability is here defined as:
Self-evaluation's that are concerned with love worthiness in intense
interpersonal relationships. Persons at the lovable end of this di-
mension feel cared for, loved and accepted by others (primarily fam-
ily, closest friends and in love relationships). Such people feel
loved and accepted for being the persons that they truly are. They
feel that they can count on loved ones for support in times of
stress. Loved ones openly express their love for these people, and,
in turn, these people can openly express love for others. They tend
to be involved in long-term, satisfying love relationships (or to be
confident that they will eventually be involved in such a relation-
ship). Persons at the unlovable end of this dimension feel unloved
and have doubts that anyone really cares for and accepts them as
they are. These people feel that if they are true to themselves
they are likely to be rejected by loved ones. They often feel that
they are outcasts in their families and feel that they cannot really
count on the support of loved ones during times of stress. These
people have difficulty expressing feelings of love toward others and
feel that others do not openly show love or concern for them. They
tend to either not be involved in long-term love relationships, or,
if so involved, they tend to be dissatisfied with their relation-
ships or fearful that they will be unable to maintain a satisfying
relationship.
Many theorists, and particularly analytic writers, have described
the interrelatedness of self-esteem and feelings of lovability (Freud,
1914; Fromm-Reichman, 1950; Horney, 1937; Fromm, 1947; Coopersraith,
1967; Epstein, 1973; Jacobson, 1964; Sullivan, 1953; Kernberg, 1975).
Freud's earliest descriptions of narcissism (1914) suggested that
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narcissism (or pathological self-esteem) and love of others were con-
tradictory tendencies. It is not widely recognized, however, that this
conceptualization was based on Freud's attempts to understand the dynam-
ics of schizophrenia. Thus the oppositionality suggested by Freud may
indeed be characteristic of severe psychoses and not of normal or less
severely disturbed individuals (Jacobson, 1974). All recent analytic
writers that 1 am aware of have argued that a certain level of "normal
narcissism" (or self-esteem) is healthy and is a prerequisite for
healthy love of others. These analytic writers suggest that a generally
positive correlation exists between self-esteem and the ability to love
others (cf. especially, Fromm, 1947; Fromm-Reichman, 1937; and Horney,
1937). Horney rather vividly described the operation of feelings of un-
lovability in neurotics who experience:
. . . deeply ingrained feelings of being unlovable. I am not refer-
ring here to his feeling loved by this or that particular person
but to his belief ... that nobody does or could ever love him.
Oh, he may believe that others love him for his looks, his voice,
for his help, or for the sexual satisfaction he gives them. But
they do not love him for himself, because he simply is unlovable.
If evidence seems to contradict such a belief, he tends to discard
it on various grounds. Perhaps that particular person is lonely, or
needs somebody to lean on, or is charitably inclined anyway . . .
(Horney, 1937, p. 299).
Interestingly, there is little empirical evidence concerning the
relationship betweeen feelings of lovability and self-esteem. The
Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (Fitts, 1965) contains one subscale (the
"Family-self" subscale) which is somewhat related to the present notions
concerning lovability. Factor analysis of the Tennessee Scale
(Vacchiano and Strauss, 1968) suggested that the family-self scale split
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into two orthogonal factors which corresponded, roughly, with positive
and negative feelings about oneself in relation to one's family.
Coopersmith (1967) reported evidence which suggested that chil-
dren's self-esteem was related to having an intact and supportive family
life in which parents expressed interest in their children's activities
and in which parents were relatively satisfied with their own parenting
styles.
In a preliminary content analysis of narratives from the O'Brien
and Epstein (1974) study it has been found that experiences involving
lovability were not as frequent as experiences involving competence or
likability. However, experiences involving lovability tended to produce
some of the most intense emotional reactions of any type of experience
reported
.
(4) Likability is defined here as:
Self-evaluations that are concerned with peer acceptance and popu-
larity versus rejection by peers and unpopularity. People at the
likable end of this dimension feel popular, well-liked and accepted
by their peers. They feel that others ustially include them in their
plans, even going out of their way to do so. These people feel that
others enjoy their company. They have little difficulty getting
along with others. They have usually been quite popular in dating
situations. These people tend to approach new interpersonal situa-
tions with the expectation that they will be liked and that they
will make a good first impression. They seldom worry about rejec-
tion by their peers. People at the unlikable end of this dimension
feel unpopular and that they are not well accepted by their peer
group. They frequently feel left out of the activities and plans of
their peers. These people feel that others do not often enjoy their
company. Such people have difficulty establishing and maintaining
friendships. They have usually been rather unsuccessful in dating
situations. These people tend to approach new interpersonal situa-
tions with the expectation that they will be disliked and often feel
that they make a poor first impression on others. They frequently
are concerned over potential or past rejection by peers.
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Few theorists have articulated the relationship between self-
esteem and likability. Horney (1937) argued that, particularly for
adolescents and neurotic adults, feelings of likability and peer accep-
tance play a major role in the vicissitudes of self-esteem. More re-
cently, Coopersmith (1967) and Rosenberg (1965) have reported empirical
evidence that suggests a positive correlation between peer acceptance or
likability and self-esteem. In the preliminary content analysis of nar-
ratives from the O'Brien and Epstein (1974) study it was found that
likability was second only to competence as the most frequent instigator
of changes in self-esteem. The most frequent type of incident affecting
feelings of likability involved situations in which subjects were either
included or left out of the activities and plans of their peers.
(5) Moral self-approval is defined here as:
Self-evaluations that are concerned with one's personal moral values
and behavior. Persons at the positive end of this dimension are
quite clear about their moral values and standards, and feel good
about these values and standards. They feel that they generally
live up to these values, acting in ways which are consistent with
their values. These people welcome opportunities to teach their
values to others (particularly children). They feel that they set a
good moral example for others by their behavior. Persons at the
negative end of this dimension are often uncertain about their moral
values and standards and feel self-critical because of their uncer-
tainty. They feel that they have often acted in ways that they re-
gard as unethical or immoral, and feel quite guilty because of this.
These people feel uncomfortable about teaching their moral values to
others (particularly youngsters) and tend to avoid situations in
which this might be expected. They feel that by their behavior they
set a bad moral example for others.
A number of theorists, and especially psychoanalysts, have empha-
sized the importance of moral self-evaluations in the maintenance of
self-esteem (Coopersmith, 1967; Epstein, 1973; Fitts, 1965; Hartman,
1964; Horney, 1937; Jacobson, 1964; Kernberg, 1975). Depressive
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patients, characterized by low self-esteem, are frequently observed to
feel extreme guilt over real or imagined moral transgressions (Beck,
1967).
The only empirical studies that I am aware of which link moral
self-approval and self-esteem are those of Fitts (1965) and O'Brien and
Epstein (1974). One of the major categories in Fitts' scale is con-
cerned with the "Moral-self." A factor analysis of the Fitts scale
(Vacchiano and Strauss, 1968) suggested that Fitts' moral self scale
taps several aspects of moral self-approval (approximately nine ortho-
gonal factors were extracted which included items from the moral-self
subscale). This factor analytic study was not very supportive of the
unidimensional assumption made by Fitts in his design of his self-
concept scale.
In the content analysis of the O'Brien and Epstein (1974) study it
was found that moral self-approval was one of the less frequently ob-
served sources of self-esteem. Moral self-approval was most often in-
volved in incidents where interpersonal behavior was described (e.g.,
being "fair" in dealings with peers, not "talking behind the back" of
friends, etc.).
(6) Personal power is here defined as:
Self-evaluations that are concerned with interpersonal influence,
power and assertiveness versus weakness, lack of influence or asser-
tiveness and feeling taken advantage of by others. Persons at the
powerful end of this dimension feel that they are good leaders and
that they can readily influence the opinions and behavior of others.
These people tend to seek out positions of leadership and expect to
do well in such positions. They feel that they can effectively as-
sert themselves where it is appropriate for them to do so. They do
not allow others to take advantage of them. They can be quite
forceful in arguments or disagreements and usually prevail in such
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situations. Such people feel that they frequently have a strong im-
pact on others. People at the powerless end of this dimension feel
that they are poor leaders and expect to do poorly in such posi-
tions. These people feel unable to effectively assert themselves
when such behavior is appropriate. They feel that others take ad-
vantage of their weakness or indecisiveness. They tend to dislike
arguments or disagreements and frequently give in to others to avoid
such situations. When involved in disagreements, these people have
difficulty presenting their point of view, and seldom prevail in
such situations. These people feel that they rarely have a strong
impact on others.
One of the first theorists to describe the connection between
power and self-esteem was Maslow (1937, 1939, 1942, 1943; Lowry, 1973).
Maslow's clinical studies of "dominance feeling" and self-esteem served
as the basis for much of his later theory of self-actualization. These
studies provided clear (if somewhat clinical) evidence of the strong re-
lationship between feelings of power and self-esteem. More recently,
Coopersmith (1967) and Epstein (1973) have theorized that feelings of
power are among the primary sources of self-esteem.
Very little other empirical work is available to link self-
evaluations of power and self-esteem. Indirect evidence of this link
can be found in the Hamilton (1971) study which was discussed in an
earlier section. Briefly, Hamilton correlated measures of self-esteem,
dominance, and dogmatism in a multi-trait, multi-method matrix design.
Hamilton found that the self-esteem and dominance measures were readily
differentiated from measures of dogmatism (across all methods). How-
ever, it was not possible to show any discriminant validity between mea-
sures of dominance and self-esteem because . of the high correlations be-
tween these two variables (across all methods of measurement).
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In the content analysis of the O'Brien and Epstein (1974) study it
was observed that experiences involving power were not as frequent as
experiences involving competence, likability or lovability, but were
about as frequent as experiences involving moral self-approval. The
most common incident involving power concerned assertiveness in situa-
tions where the person felt that he/she was being taken advantage of or
being pressured into engaging in some undesired behavior.
(7) Self-control is defined here as:
Self-evaluations that are concerned with impulse and emotional
self-regulation and with self-discipline. Persons at the positive
end of this dimension feel that they are able to persevere and com-
plete even difficult tasks without "giving in" to temptations or
distractions. They feel successful at setting and achieving day-to-
day and other short term goals which they set for themsevles. These
people feel that they have good control over their behavior and emo-
tions, even in stressful situations or when under pressure. They
are careful to avoid saying or doing things that they might later
regret. They feel in good control over their use of food and drink
(or the use of other mind-altering drugs). Persons at the negative
end of this dimension feel unable to ignore distractions or tempta-
tions and frequently have difficulty completing tasks that they
start. They have difficulty setting and achieving day-to-day and
short term goals for themselves. They feel lacking in control over
their emotions and behavior and frequently say or do things that
they later regret. They are often critical of themselves for their
lack of control over their eating or drinking behavior (or use of
other mind-altering drugs).
It is difficult to find theoretical or empirical links between
self-control and self-esteem. The only analytic writer who directly
discusses self-control processes is Kernberg (1975) who argued that nor-
mal self-esteem is based in part on the achievement of "ego goals."
Most of the interest in self-control processes has been stimulated
by behavioris.tic research into delay of gratification and the self-
regulation of eating, drinking and smoking behavior (e.g., Thoreson a
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Mahoney, 1974; Mischel, 1977; Bandura, 1969). Most of this research hai
been concerned with determining the parameters of modeling processes in
the acquisition of self-control. None of the above authors even men-
tions self-esteem, let alone offers any "insight" into the relationship
between self-esteem and self-control.
The present analysis focuses on the phenomenal self-evaluations of
individuals concerning the control they manifest over their own behavior
and emotions. The only empirical connection that I am aware of between
self-esteem and self-control is the content analysis of the O'Brien and
Epstein (1974) study in which it was found that experiences involving
self-control were rather common sources of changes in self-esteem. The
most common specific type of situation affecting feelings of self-
control (and self-esteem) was the person's ability (or inability) to
concentrate and achieve day-to-day goals. A second type of situation
was concerned with the individual's control over his/her eating, smoking
and drinking behavor (or use of other mind-altering drugs).
(8) Body functioning is defined here as:
Self-evaluations that are concerned with the performance of one's
body in physical activities. Persons at the positive end of this
dimension feel well coordinated and agile in physical activities.
They feel comfortable with their bodies and derive much pleasure
from these activities (e.g., dancing, sports). They do not mind
(and at times enjoy) having others watch them engage in physical
activities. These people feel healthy, in good physical condition,
and feel a sense of vitality and vigor in their body functioning.
Persons at the negative end of this dimension tend to feel awkward,
clumsy and uncoordinated when involved in physical activities. They
feel uncomfortable with their bodies and usually do not enjoy engag-
ing in physical activities (e.g., dancing, sports). These people
particularly dislike engaging in physical activities in front of
others. They tend to feel unhealthy, in poor physical condition and
feel that their bodies are dull, lifeless, and sluggish.
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Psychoanalytic theorists have given much emphasis to the role of
body functioning in relationship to self-esteem, although they have
tended to focus primarily on sexual functioning (e.g., Jacobson, 1964;
Kernberg, 1975; Lichtenstein, 1961, 1977). Thus the ego syntonic
expression of sexual urges has been regarded as an important source of
self-esteem. The present definition of body functioning is more broad
than that of analysts and includes body functioning in athletic and
other non-sexual contexts.
Very little empirical work is available to link self-esteem and
feelings about body functioning. Secord and Bachman (1953) correlated
their Body Cathexis scale (a measure of feelings about various parts of
one's body) with a self-esteem measure and obtained correlations in the
.60 range. Their body cathexis scale, however, confounds body function-
ing and body appearance. Coopersmith (1967) found that self-esteem in
adolescent boys related to mothers' reports of the age at which their
youngsters began to walk. In addition, self-esteem scores were related
to interviewer ratings of the adolescents' body functioning.
Fitts' (1965) self-concept scale includes a "Physical-self" sub-
scale, and although most of the items on this subscale are related to
body appearance, several items are concerned with body health and func-
tioning. A factor analysis of the Fitts scale (Vacchiano and Strauss,
1968) found that all of the items which were concerned with body health
and functioning clustered into a single factor which accounted for 5% of
the common variance. This factor analytic study thus supports the
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present approach which differentiates between body appearance and body
functioning.
In the content analysis of the O'Brien and Epstein (1974) study,
it has been found that body health and functioning comprise one of the
more common sources of self-esteem with nearly all subjects reporting at
least one incident related to this source of self-esteem.
(9) Body appearance is defined here as:
Self-evaluations that are concerned with one's body image or physi-
cal attractiveness. Persons at the positive end of this dimension
are quite satisfied and pleased with the way they look. They feel
that others notice and are attracted to them because of their physi-
cal appearance. They feel attractive sexually. These persons tend
to maintain and enhance their physical appearance by their choice of
clothing, their hair styles, use of jewelry, cologne, etc. Persons
at the negative end of this dimension are quite dissatisfied and
displeased with the way they look. They feel that others are criti-
cal or negative toward them because of the way they look. They
sometimes may feel that others are repelled or even repulsed by
their appearance. They feel unattractive sexually. These people
frequently wish that they could change their appearance or look like
someone else. They tend to be rather Indifferent and neglectful in
their choice of clothing, their hair styles, use of jewelry, etc.
James (1890) was the first psychologist to call attention to the
role of body appearance in the maintenance and enhancement of self-
esteem. James subsumed the person's body appearance under the rubric of
the "material-self." Analytic writers have paid only scant attention to
body appearance. Where these authors discuss this variable, body ap-
pearance is usually viewed as a "surface" manifestation of "deeper, un-
derlying" issues (e.g., depression, masochism, narcissism). These
authors also have tended to focus on body image as related to the pos-
session of (or lack of) a penis (e.g., penis envy, phallic-narcissistic
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characters, castration anxiety—cf. Fenichel, 1945; Freud, A. 1936;
Mahler et al.
,
1975; Lichtenstein, 1977).
In an empirical vein, the Body Cathexis scale (Secord and Bachman,
1953), as was noted earlier, has been shown to be highly correlated with
self-esteem, although their scale confounds body appearance with body
functioning.
Most of the items in Fitts' Body Self subscale are concerned with
body appearance. A factor analysis of the Fitts scale (Vacchiano and
Strauss, 1968) found that this scale splits up into three orthogonal
factors: body health and functioning; body appearance and "dress" or
clothing appearance.
In the content analysis of the O'Brien and Epstein (1974) study it
has been observed that experiences involving body appearance were rela-
tively infrequent, relative to the other sources of self-esteem. How-
ever, experiences involving body appearance did lead to strong emotional
reactions for a number of subjects, and was a predominant source of
changes in self-esteem for at least some subjects. The experiences in-
volving body appearance most often involved interpersonal situations in
which the person was praised or criticized regarding his/her appear-
ance.
Defensiveness . It has long been argued that the presentation of a pos-
itive self-image may reflect either "true" or "defensively high" self-
esteem (Horney, 1937; Sullivan, 1953; Cohen, 1954; Winnicott, 1965).
Rather than delve into the many theoretical intricacies of defense
mechanisms and the tremendous difficulties that arise in attempting to
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ope rationalize or measure these mechanisms (e.g., Holmes, 1968; 1978), I
have opted for a rather simple approach to the measurement of a single
type of defensivenesss which I will call defensive self-enhancement .
This tem is defined as:
Conscious or unconscious distortions in the individual's self-
presentation such that his/her self-evaluations tend to be much more
positive than evaluations of the individual made by his/her peers,
or by objective observers or raters.
The above definition follows from White's (1972) notions of the
dual sources of self-esteem and to Erikson's (1968, 1959) treatment of
the psychosocial basis of identity. The above definition makes a func-
tional distinction between the individual's self-representations and the
«
representations of the individual made by others. In addition to defen-
sive self-enhancement the above distinction could also be used to iden-
tify cases in which the individual's self-representations are much more
negative than the representations of the individual made by those in
his/her social milieu (e.g., in depression).
Empirically, the Crowne and Marlowe (1964) social desirability
scale suggests the most promising approach for the identification of in-
dividuals who defensively enhance their self-evaluations. This scale is
composed of items which appear to tap the individual's tendency to claim
unusual or very rare virtues and to deny ubiquitous human foibles. Pre-
sumably, objective observers would not agree with subjects' self-
evaluations where subjects claimed to possess such virtues and denied
such human foibles.
The strong and telling critiques of social desirability research
(Block, 1965; Wylie, 1974) have been primarily aimed at the vagueness
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and even contradictions among the various definitions of social desira-
bility. Recently, Strickland (1977) reviewed the large body of re-
search that has employed the more limited and specific Crowne and
Marlowe definition and measure of social desirability. This more lim-
ited approach has led to much more promising research than the overdrawn
and faltering model proposed by Edwards (1970) who attempted to inter-
pret nearly all self-report tests in terms of a rather amorphous and
shifting definition of social desirability (Block, 1965; Wylie, 1974).
In the proposed measurement instrument, an experimental scale has
been included which attempts to measure tendencies toward defensive
self-enhancement as manifested by the denial of ubiquitous human foibles
and the claim to possession of rare human perfections. My theoretical
view differs considerably from that of Crowne and Marlowe (1964) who at-
tempted to explain responses to their scale in terms of social learning
theory and the need for approval. As argued by Wylie (1974), it is un-
likely that the individual who responds to items in a manner suggesting
high defensive self-enhancement will receive social approval. The pre-
sent approach limits the definition of the proposed measure to the func-
tional identification of one defense mechanism which is likely to be
related to social distance and isolation rather than to the seeking of
approval.
Integration and identity . Many theorists have argued that one critical
feature of the individual's representations of him/herself is that these
self-representations tend to be integrated with one another and that the
presence of contradictions among self-representations results in anxiety
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and attempts to remove such contradictions (Horney, 1937; Sulivan, 1953;
Hartman, 1964; Spitz, 1959; Jacobson, 1964; Guntrip, 1969; Syngg and
Combs, 1959; Epstein, 1973, 1979; Blanck and Blanck, 1974; Kernberg,
1975; Lichtenstein, 1977). As used here the terras integration and
identity refer to:
Feelings of inner continuity and sameness both across time and
across situations. In spite of the great multiplicity of specific
self-conceptions, the well integrated person experiences an enduring
sense of inner cohesion, unity and the presence of a distinctive
sense of self. Failures of self-integration may be manifested by
states of inner confusion, feelings of unreality, identity diffu-
sion, depersonalization or emptiness. The person may experience
mutually contradictory self-states which alternate as if the person
were two separate individuals. The person may be aware of these
inner contradictions and yet he/she is unable to emotionally fit
these states or concepts into an integrated whole, These contradic-
tory states or concepts may also exist in dissociation where the in-
dividual is only minimally aware of any inner contradictions unless
experience brings these concepts or states into juxtaposition. 7';
The present author is aware of only one scale which attempts to
measure feelings of integration or identity (Baker, 1971). Baker ex-
tracted four themes from Erikson's (1959) writings on ego identity:
(1) the person knows who he is; (2) the person knows where he is going;
(3) the person experiences a sense of inner continuity and sameness
across time and situations; and (4) the person experiences convergence
between his own self-conceptions and the conceptions that others have of
him. Unfortunately, the items generated by Baker to get at these con-
cepts were very poorly written. For example, consider the following
item which was concerned with whether the person "knows who he is":
"What a bore it is, waking up in the morning always the same person."
Other items which attempted to measure this dimension utilized a sen-
tence completion format: "When somebody confuses me with someone else.
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I
. .
." or "Pretending to be somebody you aren't is . . ." Given the
extremely inadequate item pool, it is remarkable that Baker found some
evidence (albeit limited) of convergent and discriminant validity for
the four facets of ego identity mentioned above.
In the present version of the SRI two experimental measures have \
been included. The first scale^ attempts to assess subjective feelings
of inner cohesion, unity and identity versus inner confusion, identity
diffusion and disorganization. The second subscale attempts to get at
more behavioral aspects of integration and organization versus disor-
ganization and confusion. The items for this second subscale concern
day-to-day feelings of confusion, forgetfulness and carelessness versus
neatness, orderliness and efficiency.
The preceding section has described the variables included in the
present edition of the SRI which is the focus of the dissertation re-
search. In order to better understand the basis for this edition, pre-
vious editions of the SRI will now be discussed.
Previous Versions of the Self-Report Inventory
The Self-Report Inventory (SRI) has undergone substantial revi-
sions and has been employed in a number of studies by the author and
others during the past seven years. In this section the two previous
versions of the SRI scale will be described, along with corollary re-
search which employed these scales. I will then describe several prob-
lems which plagued earlier versions of the scale and will introduce
changes which have been incorporated into SRI-III.
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The first version of the scale (SRI-I) was developed in the Spring
of 1973 and consisted of eighty items which were created by the present
author to represent the domain of five concepts: (1) general self-
esteem; (2) competence versus incompetence; (3) likability/lovability
versus unlikability/unlovability
; (4) power versus powerlessness; and
(5) moral self-approval versus guilt. This experimental scale was ad-
ministered to twenty subjects in the O'Brien and Epstein (1974) study
and to approximately thirty subjects in a study conducted by Lane
(1974), A copy of this scale and a' scoring key are presented in
Appendix A.
The second version of the scale (SRI-II) was created in the Spring
of 1974 at which time several changes were incorporated into the scale.
Because of experience with the SRI-I scale and with the O'Brien and
Epstein (1974) study it was decided that four new subscales would be
added: self-control
,
body health
,
body functioning , and body appear-
ance . Several collaborators helped generate additional items for pre-
viously existing subscales and for the new subscales (Bob Crago, Sy
Epstein, Carl McCargo and Rubin Quiroz). Along with the present author,
these collaborators served as judges who rated each item in terms of
which content area the item represented and in terms of whether the item
was worded in a coherent and meaningful manner. Items were retained for
each of the subscales only when perfect agreement was achieved among the
five judges. Thus the SRI-II scale contained 116 items, conceptually
grouped as follows (see Appendix B for a copy of this scale and a scor-
ing key):
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— General self-esteem (high versus low): 6 items worded
positively, 8 items worded negatively
Competence versus incompetence: 7 items (pos.), 7 items (neg.)
— Likability/lovability versus unlikability/unlovability : 7 items
(pos.), 5 items (neg.)
— Self-control versus lack of self-control: 7 items (pos.), 8
items (neg.)
— Power versus lack of power over others: 8 items (pos.), 11
items (neg.)
— Moral self-approval versus guilt: 6 items (pos.), 6 items
( neg
.
)
— Body health versus lack of health, illness: 3 items (pos.), 3
items (neg.)
— Body functioning (well coordinated versus awkward/clumsy): 4
— items (pos.), 3 items (neg.)
Body appearance (attractive versus unattractive): 3 items
(pos.), 3 items (neg.)
This 116-item scale was administered to a sample of undergraduates
at the University of Massachusetts which consisted of 124 males and 298
females. A between subjects correlation matrix was computed for the 116
items (including both male and female subjects). The eleven highest
item-pair correlations from the matrix were then selected (all eleven
correlations were above .50) and were used to compute within subjects
reliability coefficients for each of the subjects separately. A within
subjects correlation of .50 was selected as a cut off point and subjects
falling below this point were eliminated from further analyses on the
assumption that they had failed to show even minimal internal consis-
tency in their responses. The final _N was thus 344 (105 males, 239 fe-
males), after 19 males and 59 females were deleted as inconsistent (ap-
proximately 18 percent of the total sample).
Items were then grouped for each of the subscales and a total
score for each subscale was obtained by subtracting the average of the
scores on the negative items from the average of the positive items.
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(This difference was then divided by 2 and then a constant of 3 was
added so that the total scores on each subscale ranged from 1 to 5).
Each item within the subscale was then correlated with the total score
of that subscale (less the score of that item). For each subscale (ex-
cept for the three body scales) the five positively worded and the five
negatively worded items with the highest correlations with the total
score on that subscale were retained. For the three body subscales only
three positive and three negative items were retained for each subscale.
The means, standard deviations and split-half reliabilities for
each subscale are presented in Table 5. Sex differences were rather
negligible with only one significant difference observed. Males scored
higher on the body functioning subscale than did females, _t (237)=2.43,
p=.05, Ms=3.88, 3.66, respectively. Note that, in general, mean self-
esteem scores on each subscale were quite similar to one another and
that each of the subscale means was well beyond the midpoint of possible
scores. The split half reliabilities for all subscales were quite ade-
quate. All subscale reliabilities were above the .70 minimal criterion
suggested by Nunnally (1967) and most subscale reliabilities were .80 or
greater.
Correlation matrices for the scores from these nine subscales are
reported in Table 6. It will be noted that all of the correlations are
positive with the majority falling within the .30 to .60 range. The
highest correlations with the general self-esteem subscale involved:
competence (for both sexes), likability/lovability (for females only),
and body appearance (for both sexes). The lowest correlations with the
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TABLE 5
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND SPLIT HALF
RELIABILITIES OF SRI-II SUBSCALES
Scale Name
Means
Males Females
Standard
Males
Deviations
Females
Split-Half
Reliabilities^
General self-
esteem 4.1 4.1 .66 .68 .86
Self-control 3.8 3.7 .64 .68
.73
Power over
others 3.6 3.5 .58 .64 .80
Likability/
lovability 4.0 4.0 .52 .52 .71
Competence 4.1 4.0 .49 .53 .77
Moral self-
an DTOval 4.0 4.1
. J 7 7 Q
Body health 4.0 3.9 .57 .64 .64
Body functioning 3.9 3.7 .77 .74 .82
Body appearance 3.8 3.8 .73 .77 .86
Total
self-esteem .95
Note. Range of possible means if 1.0 to 5. 0. Data from 105 male and
239 female subjects.
^Reliabilities are corrected for attenuation.
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general self-esteem subscale involved the body health and body function-
ing subscales (for both sexes). These latter two subscales also showed
low and somewhat eratic correlations with the other subscales.
A factor analysis was computed for the matrix of correlations
among subscale scores (for male and female samples combined). A varimax
rotation was utilized and factors were extracted for all eigenvalues
greater than 1.0. The results of the factor analysis are presented in
Table 7. Note that a large general factor was extracted which accounted
for 90.6% of the common variance, with a smaller second factor account-
ing for the remainder of the common variance. All of the subscales
loaded highly on the first factor except for the body health and body
functioning subscales. These latter subscales primarily accounted for
TABLE 7
RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSIS OF CORRELATIONS
AMONG SRI-II SUBSCALES
SRI -I I Subscale
Loading on
Factor 1
Loading on
Factor 2
Correlation with
General Self-Esteem
General Self-Esteem .94 .03
Self-Control .53 .19 .49
Personal Power .58 .19 .55
Likability/Lovability .77 .14 .71
Competence .87 .20 .82
Moral Self-Approval .67 .10 .63
Body Health .35 .39 .35
Body Functioning .40 .66 .38
Body Appearance .71 .18 .71
Note. Factor loadings are calculated following a varimax rotation.
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the smaller second factor. The subscales with the highest loadings on
the first factor were: competence, general self-esteem and likability/
lovability
.
Only very preliminary factor analyses of SRI-II item correlations
have been conducted to date. This is due to the fact that extremely
large numbers of subjects are required to conduct an adequate factor
analysis (in the present case approximately 800 subjects would be re-
quired, following the minimal guidelines suggested by Nunnally, 1967).
Future work is planned to pool data from several other authors who have
used this scale in order to conduct item-based factor analyses.
As suggested above, the SRI-II has been employed by a number of
authors in a wide variety of studies. These studies have examined the
following issues: reports of self-esteem and defensiveness during psy-
chophysiological assessment (Alexander, 1979); reactions to evaluative
feedback (Losco, 1977, Note 1); interpersonal influence in an experi-
mental setting across sessions (Moscowitz, Note 2); the prediction of
emotional, cognitive and behavioral trends over time (Epstein, 1979);
characteristics of mothers in relation to mother-child interaction pro-
cesses (Ricks, Note 3); and the maintenance of weight loss in a behavior
modification program (Harmatz, Wisocki, Mack-Schonitzer , Peters and
Hale, 1976). A number of other authors have also used this scale, and a
full summary of all these studies is beyond the scope of the present re-
view. For illustrative purposes, however, one of these studies will be
described.
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The SRI-II was administered by the present author to a group of
obese women who were about to take part in a behavior modification
weight loss program (Harmatz et al., 1976). Subjects were sixty-five
women who responded to public advertisements of the weight loss program.
The SRI-II subscale scores of this group are presented in Table 8. As
predicted, the subscales which best differentiated the obese group from
the normative sample were: Body appearance
,
Body functioning and Self-
control . The General self-esteem and Competence subscales were also
slightly, though not significantly, lower for the obese group.
TABLE 8
COMPARISONS OF OBESE AND NORMATIVE FEMALE SUBJECTS 1
SCORES ON THE SRI-II
Means Standard Deviations
Obese Normative Obese Normative
SRI-II Subscales Group Group Group Group
General Self-Esteem 3.63 4,10 ***a .78 .68
Self-Control 2.68 3.70 *** .90 .68
Personal Power 3.26 3.50 * .80 .64
Likability/Lovability 3.79 4.00** .52 .52
Compe tence 3.68 4.00*** .72 .53
Moral Self Approval 4.05 4.10 .66 .59
Body Health 3.52 3.90 ** .91 .64
Body Functioning 3.11 3.70 *** .95 .74
Body Appearance 2.45 3.80 *** .97 .77
Note . For obese group, N=63, for normative group, N^-239.
aSignif icance levels refer to the results of t-tests contrasting the
normative and obese groups. All _t-tests were two-tailed.
*p<.05
**p<.01
***p<.001
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Scores from SRI-II were also correlated with an index of "surplus
weight" (see Harmatz et al.
,
1976, for the derivation of this index).
The only SRI-II subscales which were significantly correlated with the
surplus weight index were: Body appearance (r=-.59, d.f.=28, £<.001),
Body functioning (£=-.42, d.f.=28, p<.Ol), and Body health (r;=-.3l,
d.f.=.28, p<,05). Note that these correlations were based on a much
smaller sample than at the beginning of the study. This was due to the
extremely high attrition rate in the study. The results of these
analyses demonstrate that scores on the subscales of the SRI-II differ-
entiate between a normal and a clinical group in a meaningful manner.
Critical Evaluation and Revisions of SRI-II
A number of problems with the SRI-II scale will be considered be-
low along with several changes which have been incorporated into the
SRI-III scale.
Ceiling effect . Examination of Table 5 reveals that each of the sub-
scales of SRI-II suffers from the presence of marked ceiling effects.
That is, the upper limit of the possible range of scores was in most
cases between 1 and 2 standard deviations above the observed group mean
This suggests a marked skewness in the scores and further suggests that
the scales are quite limited in the extent to which they can differenti
ate among subjects at the upper limits of self-esteem. In the SRI-III
revision, an attempt is made to eliminate these ceiling effects by the
inclusion of items which are more highly positive in evaluative tone.
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Subscale differentiation
. The Items for each subscale of SRI-II were
selected on the basis of the highest correlations with their respective
total subscale scores. While this selection procedure maximized the co-
hesiveness within each subscale, it may not have maximally differenti-
ated the subscales from one another. This is because each subscale is
presumably saturated with specific content area self-esteem variance and
with general self-esteem variance as well. Selection of items with
maximal subscale cohesiveness therefore included some cohesivenss which
was due to a general self-esteem factor.
The item selection procedures for SRI-III attempt to simultaneous-
ly maximize subscale cohesiveness and maximize the differentiation of
the subscales from one another. Such a selection procedure should fa-
cilitate eventual convergent and discriminant validation of SRI-III .
Differentiation of likability from lovability
.
Experience with the
previous versions of the self-esteem scale and the O'Brien and Epstein
(1974) study have suggested the usefulness of distinguishing between
likability and lovability. For example, in the O'Brien and Epstein
study several subjects reported a number of increased self-esteem exper-
iences which were due to positive peer relationships and, at the same
time, reported rather strained and self-esteem-lowering relationships
with families and loved ones. In a content re-analysis of this study, I
have observed that experiences involving likability ranked second in
frequency whereas experiences involving lovability ranked fourth. How-
ever, it appeared that the experiences involving lovability more often
resulted in extreme emotional reactions.
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One of the reasons for the relatively low split-half reliability
of the likability/lovability subscale of SRI-II appears to be that these
two dimensions are relatively distinct and should not be combined. Dif-
ferentiation of these two dimensions is thus expected to lead to more
acceptable reliability figures for these subscales.
Other changes in subscales . In addition to the addition of separate
likability and lovability subscales, three other new subscales were
added and one subscale dropped from the third edition of the SRI . The
subscales added include the defensive self-enhancement and identity sub-
scales previously discussed. In addition, a third new scale—the behav-
ioral organization subscale—was included in the SRI-III on an experi-
mental basis. This subscale is concerned with day-to-day indications of
organization versus disorganization in behavioral functioning. The sub-
scale thus deals with meeting deadlines, remembering (or forgetting)
appointments, keeping track of versus losing things, etc. It is thought
that this subscale may tap an aspect of organization vs. disorganization
of the self-concept that is more easily reported by subjects than the
broader notions covered in the identity subscale.
The Body Health subscale will be dropped from the third edition of
the SRI. The decision to drop this subscale was based on several con-
siderations. First, this subscale showed low and rather erratic corre-
lations with other SRI subscales and consequently failed to load sub-
stantially on the first factor extracted for the matrix of correlations
among subscales on SRI-II (see Table 7). Second, this subscale exhib-
ited rather low internal consistency. And, finally, recent content
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analyses of naturally occurring sources of self-esteem (O'Brien and
Epstein, 1974) have revealed that experiences involving body health are
extremely rare, at least in college populations.
Outline of Dissertation Research
There were essentially four components of the research conducted
as part of this dissertation. Each component will be briefly outlined
bel ow.
I. An evaluation was conducted of weaknesses and problem areas in
the second edition of the Self-Report Inventory. Out of this evalua-
tion, revisions were made in the third edition of this inventory. New
items were written to address problems found in the earlier editions
(e.g., ceiling effects), new subscales were added and one subscale was
dropped.
II. Improved item selection procedures were developed and em-
ployed in the creation of the third edition of the Self-Report Inventory
(SRI-III). These improved procedures were developed and employed in
order to address problems identified in previous versions of the SRI
(e.g., lack of discrimination among subscales).
III. Psychometric properties of the third edition of the SRI were
examined (e.g., internal consistency, test-retest reliability, norms).
IV. The third edition of the SRI was correlated with a variety of
personality scales, personal background inforamtion and non-self-report
measures. This validational effort was primarily concerned with corre-
lations between the SRI and other self-report measures.
CHAPTER III
METHOD
Subjects
Subjects were volunteers from the University of Massachusetts Psy-
chology Department subject pool. In exchange for their participation
subjects received experimental credits which counted toward course re-
quirements and/or helped boost subjects' grades in psychology classes.
Three separate samples of subjects were run. The first sample,
which will be referred to as the "item-selection sample," was run in the
Spring of 197 9. Subjects in this sample filled out only the SRI-III and
their responses were used to conduct item analyses to construct the
various subscales of the SRI-III. Subjects in this first sample in-
cluded 89 males and 175 females.
Subjects in the second sample were randomly assigned to one of
three validity studies. These subjects were run in the Fall 1979 semes-
ter. In addition to separate analyses of data from the three validity
studies, the data from these three studies and from an additional sample
of forty subjects run during the Fall 1979 semester were collapsed into
a single file for analysis in terms of cross validation from the item
selection procedure and in terms of correlations with several non-self
report measures which were collected for each of the groups in this
sample. The total number of subjects in this second sample of subjects
was 104 males and 277 females.
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The final sample of subjects was run in the Spring 1980 semester
in order to assess the test-retest reliability of the SRI-III. A total
of 50 subjects (16 males, 34 females) were run in this sample, with a
test-retest interval of 3 months.
Procedures and Materials
Item generation . Items were written for the subscales of the SRI-III by
the present author. In all, approximately 350 items were generated.
Many of these items were revisions of items included in SRI-II. Revi-
sion of these items was facilitated by reference to frequency distribu-
tions of responses to SRI-II items. These frequency distributions
helped identify items which had failed to meaningfully differentiate
among subjects (i.e., with nearly all subjects responding in an identi-
cal manner). A helpful reference point in writing new items came from
the narratives of the O'Brien and Epstein (1974) study. Reference to
these narratives helped the present author to word items in such a man-
ner as to match subjects' own use of language.
Two formats were employed in writing items. The first format was
identical to that employed for the SRI-II. Items were written such that
subjects' responses would be in terras of the degree to which the item
was true or false. In the second format, items were written such that
subjects' responses would be in terms of the frequency of various self-
evaluative thoughts and feelings. The use of these two formats allowed
for more flexibility in writing items to represent the subscales of the
SRI-III. In addition, the use of two formats appeared to make it more
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possible to write items which tapped the upper range of self-
evaluations. That is, for some subscales the true-false format appeared
to be more suited to getting at the upper levels of self-esteem, while
the frequency format seemed better suited for this purpose for other
subscales.
Judges' ratings of items . Items representing the nine "Sources of
self-esteem" were rated by judges in the following manner. The five
judges were independently presented with definitions of each of the
sources of self-esteem and with a pile of index cards on which were
typed potential items. Judges were told to sort these items into the
one most appropriate category. Items which were judged as confusing,
ambiguous, or belonging in more than one category were to be placed in a
separate "confusing or ambiguous" ctegory. Items for the sources of
self-esteem subscales were included in the final version of the SRI-III
only where perfect agreement was achieved among judges.
A slightly different process was followed to evaluate items for
the defensiveness subscale. These same judges were presented with a set
of proposed defensiveness items. Judges were asked to indicate which
responses to each item should be considered to be defensive. Judges
made these ratings of all possible responses to these items in terms of
the following three-point scale: l=non-defensive , 2=moderately defen-
sive, 3=highly defensive. Items were included only where perfect agree-
ment among judges was obtained that at least one possible response
alternative should be considered to be moderately or highly defensive.
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Finally, two judges (O'Brien and Epstein) evaluated items for the
experimental subscales (behavioral organization and identity). Items
were included when both judges agreed that an item fit into one of these
two categories.
Based on the judges' ratings, 230 items were included to represent
the 12 SRI-III subscales. Each of the subscales included approximately
20 items except for the 2 experimental scales which contained 12-13
items each. Each subscale was balanced so that approximately half of
its items were positively worded and half were negatively worded. See
Appendices C and D for copies of the SRI-III scale and a list of the
items selected to represent each subscale.
Item analyses . The 230-item version of the SRI-III was then adminis-
tered to a sample of 89 males and 175 females. Subjects were run in
groups ranging in size from 1-20 subjects each. Prior to filling out
the SRI-III subjects were informed (in writing) that their participa-
tion in the study would help reduce the length of the SRI-III and that
they should "bear with" any apparent redundancies of items. Subjects
were also informed that while some items would appear to be quite simi-
lar, no item was ever repeated identically.
The detailed procedure which was followed to select items will be
described in the Results section.
Test-retest reliability . Subjects were tested with a test-retest in-
terval of approximately three months. At the first testing subjects
filled out the 230-item SRI-III inventory. At the second testing these
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subjects filled out a shortened ISO-item version of this inventory (see
Appendix E for a copy of the shortened version). The shortened version
of the SRI-III was the result of the item analyses to be presented in
the Results section which follows.
Validity studies
. The three validity studies had some elements in com-
mon and some separate elements. The elements in common will be de-
scribed first, followed by a description of the unique elements of each
study.
Subjects were run in groups which ranged in size from one to
twenty subjects each. Upon entering the study room subjects were pre-
sented with an informed consent form and a blank 4" by 6" unlined index
card. Written directions on the informed consent form explained the
procedures to be employed in the study and then indicted that if sub-
jects agreed to be in the study they should sign their names on one side
of the index cards and then print their names (exactly as they signed
them) on the other side of the index cards. From these signatures a
measure of signature size was derived by multiplying the height of the
signatures by the length and then dividing by the number of letters in
the signature (Zweigenhaft and Maslowe, 1973),
The amount of time taken to complete the SRI-III was also recorded
by the experimenter. Other indirect measures obtained for all subjects
in the validity studies involved counting the number of erasures sub-
jects made in filling out the SRI-III and counting the number of errors
subjects made in filling out the index card and SRI-III. More detailed
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descriptions of these indirect measures will be presented in the results
section.
After subjects completed the SRI-III, they were randomly assigned
to complete one of the three following sets of measures.
(1) Selected Personality Questionnaires . This packet of question-
naires included (in order) the following personality questionnaires:
— The Eagly (1967) modification of the Janis-Field Feelings of Inade-
quacy Scale
— Subscales from the Epstein (Note 4) Anxiety-Fear-Depression scale.
These subscales included: cognitive anxiety, psychophysiological
anxiety, conflict over the expression of hostility, proneness to
anger and aggression, happiness and sadness
— The Body Cathexis Scale (Secord and Jourard, 1953)
— The Rosenberg (1965) Self-Esteem Scale
— The Eysenck Personality Inventory (Eysenck and Eysenck, 1968)
— The Beck (1967) Depression Inventory
— The Crowne-Marlowe (1960) Social Desirability Scale
— The Generalized Expectancy of Success Scale (Hale and Fibel, 1976;
Fibel and Hale, 1978)
Each of these questionnaires was presented separately in the packet and
was preceded by the original authors' standardized directions.
(2) The second set of subjects completed the Guilford-Zimmerman
Temperament Survey (Guilford and Zimmerman, 1949). Scores from this
survey were derived for each of the following scales: General Activity,
Restraint, Ascendance, Sociability, Emotional Stability, Objectivity,
Friendliness, Thoughtfulness, Personal Relations and Masculinity.
(3) The third set of subjects completed a specially constructed
seventy-item "Personal Information Form" (see Appendix F for a copy of
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this form). This questionnaire contained items which dealt with past
academic achievements, leadership positions held, athletic involvements,
etc. For purposes of analysis, several multi-item indices were con-
structed. Detailed information about the construction of these indices
will be presented in the Results section. After filling out the Per-
sonal Information Form, subjects completed a test of verbal achievement
(Bennett, Bennett, Wallace and Wessman, 1961).
After completing one of the above three sets of measures, subjects
were presented with a written description of the study and were given a
chance to ask any questions about the study. Subjects were then given
their experimental credits and were asked not to discuss the study with
anyone so as not to bias the responses of potential participants in the
study*
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Item Selection Procedure
Seven criteria were adopted to guide the process whereby the
length of the original twenty-item subscales was reduced. These cri-
teria were divided into three primary criteria and four secondary
criteria. The primary criteria included:
(1) Convergence criterion—select items which show the highest
correlations with their own subscale . This criterion would insure that
adequate internal consistency would be obtained for each subscale.
(2) Discriminativeness criterion—select items which show a higher
correlation with their own subscale than with any of the other SRI-III
subscales . This criterion would insure the presence of discriminative-
ness among the subscales such that each subscale is measuring some
aspect of the self that is relatively distinct from what is being
measured by other subscales.
(3) Content criterion—select items which represent the range of
content areas covered by each subscale. Minimize the number of items
included which are nearly identical with one another and do not over-
represent any one content area within a given subscale . This criterion
would insure that the final set of items for each subscale adequately
represents the domain of the concept specified for each subscale.
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The above criteria were considered essential to the construction
of the SRI-III subscales. The criteria which follow, while desirable,
were felt to be of considerably less importance.
(^) Select items such that as close to an even balance of posi-
tively and negatively-worded items is obtained . This criterion would
minimize the presence of any acquiescence effect. While such a balance
is desirable, the importance of acquiescence effects as biases in self-
reports is generally felt to be quite marginal (Nunnally, 1978).
(5) Select items which exhibit a broad range of subject responses.
Avoid selection of items where greater than 60% of the subjects respond
In an identical manner. Select items which vary across items within a
subscale in terms of "item difficulty" such that some items are rela-
tively often responded to in a "high self-esteem" direction, while some
items are relatively often responded to in a "neutral" manner, and some
items are responded to in a "low self-esteem" manner . Application of
this criterion would insure that items are included which tap a broad
range of levels of self-esteem and would further insure that items would
be deleted which fail to substantially differentiate between subjects.
(6) Select items so as to minimize sex differences. All other
things being equal, select an item with minimal sex differnces over an
item with large sex differences . Application of this criterion would
tend to minimize the presence of any spurious sex differences which are
due to the way in which particular items are written. This criterion
was given the least amount of emphasis among the criteria. Only where
all other criteria were met was the present criterion invoked.
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Select 10 items per subscale. then assess the reliability of
the subscale. and, if necessary, add additional items in order to
achieve a reliability of at least .80 . This criterion would keep the
total length of the SRI-HI within reasonable limits while maintaining
adequate levels of reliability (Nunnally, 1978) for each subscale.
Obviously, with such a large number of criteria involved, some de-
gree of subjectivity was involved in balancing the various criteria. By
dividing the criteria into primary and secondary criteria it was at
least possible to give clear precedence to some criteria above others in
making decis ions about item selection. In practice it was not always
possible to meet all of the above criteria (especially criteria 2, 4 and
7), Such exceptions will be described as they occurred for particular
subscales.
Tables were constructed for each subscale which summarized the
following characteristics of each item: (1) the corrected correlation
between the item and the 20-item subscale to which the item belonged
(the total subscale score was corrected by subtracting the item's score
from the total); (2) the highest correlation of the item with any sub-
scale other than its own; (3) a frequency distribution of responses to
the item; (4) a Jt;-test of sex differences in response to the item. Sep-
arate tables were constructed for males and females for characteristics
1-3 above.
Based on these tables, items were selected according to the cri-
teria previously described. After item sets for each subscale were se-
lected, correlations were again computed for item scores with the
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shortened lO-item subscale scores. Finally, these latter correlations
were computed again for a cross validation sample of subjects (subjects
from the validity studies).
The process of constructing each shortened subscale will be de-
scribed separately for each subscale.
(1) The items comprising the shortened global self-esteem subscale
are presented in Table 9. Of the items selected, only one item consis-
tently failed to meet the discrimination criterion (item B52). For
three of four samples of subjects this item showed a slight tendency to
be more highly correlated with the identity subscale than with the
global self-esteem subscale. Attempts to substitute other items (A56,
B15, B31, B41, al30) proved unsuccessful in eliminating this problem and
so the subscale was left as is presented in Table 9.
The distribution of raw total scores for the lO-item global sub-
scale is presented in Table 10. As can be seen in this table distribu-
tion of scores was somewhat skewed in a negative direction for both
males and females. This subscale exhibited very high reliabilities.
Unlike the previous edition of this subscale, there is no evidence of a
serious ceiling effect. The observed means for this subscale fell well
over two standard deviations away from the highest possible score. A
_t-test for sex differences revealed a slight difference (_t=2.29,
d.f.=630, p<.025) with males scoring higher in global self-esteem than
females.
(2) The item statistics for the lO-item competence subscale are
presented in Table 11. As can be seen in this table it was not possible
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TABLE 10
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE 10-ITEM
GLOBAL SELF-ESTEEM SUBSCALE
Frequency Distributions
Raw total Males only Females only
scores^ \/o of subjects) (% of subjects)
10-15 1.1% 0.7%
16-20 2.6% 3.8%
21-2 5 5. 3% 9.8%
26-30 18.5% 20.0%
31-35 25. 4% 30.7%
36-40 33.3% 22.3%
41-45 ID. L/o 10.5%
46-50 2.2%
10(j. 0% 100.0%
Other Subscale Statistics
M ATT) O 1 Q o r\ n 1r eiua.xco onjiy
Coefficient alpha° .95 .95
Mean 34.20 32.86
Standard deviation 6.74 6.80
Median 34.95 33.23
Skewness - 0.44 - 0.26
Kurtosis 0.47 0.02
Note. Statistics are based on combined samples of subjects (item se-
lection sample
,
validity studies sample). N=192 males, 452
females.
^The range of scores listed in this table includes all possible
scores. Total scores are obtained by summing resposnes to all subscale
items (after refversing the scores of negative items).
^Alpha values have been corrected for attenuation. Alpha values re-
ported are the average of corrected alpha values obtained for the two
samples of subjects.
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to select only items which met the discrimination criterion. The only
possible way to improve this subscale with regard to the discrimination
criterion would have been to include more items oriented toward intel-
lectual competence, an area already adequately covered by three items.
Attempts to substitute non-IQ oriented items (e.g., items A9, A33, Alll,
A114, B30) resulted in even more failures to meet the discrimination
criterion. At an item selection level, then, some difficulty was ob-
served in discriminating between competence and global self-esteem.
Even in the worst case, though (males, validity studies sample) only
three of ten items failed to meet the discrimination criterion. Across
the four samples of subjects only one item consistently failed to meet
the discrimination criterion.
As can be seen in Table 12, the lO-item competence subscale showed
very high levels of reliability. The distribution of raw scores shows
no evidence of a serious ceiling effect with the observed means falling
nearly 2.5 standard deviations below the highest possible score. The
scores for males are more "bunched up" at the upper end of the scale
with a rather steep drop off at the highest levels of competence but
this does not appear to present severe problems for differentiating
among subjects at the upper levels of self-evaluated competence.
A t-test revealed a strong sex difference in responses to the com-
petence subscale (_t=5.lO, d.f.=64l, £<.001) with males rating themselves
much higher in competence than females.
(3) The item statistics for the lO-item lovability subscale are
presented in Table 13. As can be seen in this table all items except
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TABLE 12
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE 10-ITEM
COMPETENCE SUBSCALE
Frequency Distributions
Raw total Males only rcuidxcb onxy
scores^ (% of subjects) (% of subjects)
10-15 0.0% 0.0%
16-20 0.0% 0 4%
21-25 0.5% 3.8%
26-30 6. 8% J. X . ~>/a
31-35 20.3%
36-40 41. 7% 3 5 77
41-4 5 24.5% 10 67
46-50 6.2% 4 77
100.0% 100.0%
Other Subscale Statistics
Males only Females only
Coefficient alpha^ .91 .92
Mean 37.96 35.60
Standard deviation 4.96 5.52
Median 38.04 35.60
Skewness - 0.28 - 0.03
Kurtosis 0.15 0.40
Note . Statistics are based on combined samples of subjects (item
selection sample, validity studies sample). N[=l92 males, 452
females.
^The range of scores listed in this table includes all possible
scores. Total scores are obtained by summing responses to all subscale
items (after reversing the scores of negative items).
^Alpha values have been corrected for attenuation. Alpha values re-
ported are the average of corrected alpha values obtained for the two
samples of subjects.
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for item B60 met the discrimination criterion, and this item failed to
do so only for females. A decision to retain this item was based on the
following reasons. First, this item taps the experience of lovability
in a most direct manner and it was felt important to include at least
some items which asked directly about this experience. Second, the only
items which "worked" as substitutes for this item were concerned with
extended family relationships, an area already represented by three
items. Furthermore, switching items in this manner caused another item
(A115) to fail to meet the discrimination criterion. For these "ration-
al" reasons, then, it was decided to accept the situation where one item
failed to meet the discrimination criterion for females.
As can be seen in Table 14, the final lO-item lovability subscale
exhibited very high reliability. As also can be seen in this table the
distribution of scores for this subscale shows evidence of a slight
ceiling effect, especially for females. The observed mean score for fe-
males falls 1.90 standard deviations below the highest possible score,
while for males the observed mean falls 2.07 standard deviations below
the highest possible score. The distributions of scores were moderately
skewed in a negative direction with a wide distribution of scores across
the lower levels of this subscale.
A t;-test revealed a significant sex difference (^=-2.10, d.f.=640,
p<.05). Females rated themselves slightly higher in feelings of lova-
bility than did males.
(4) The item statistics for the lO-item likability subscale are
presented in Table 15. As can be seen in this table only one item
100
TABLE 14
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE 10-ITEM
LOVABILITY SUBSCALE
Frequency Distributions
Raw total Males only Females only
scores^
V./0 oi suDjects^ (.A of subjects)
0.5% 0.2%
16-20 1.6% 1.1%
21-2 5 ft 97O . ^ /o J. 'tA
26-30 12.0% 12.4%
31-35 O . O /a
JD—^0 9 Q 17 ZD. y/o
41-45 XO . J /o
46-50 S 77 in / 7
100 07 inn n7J.UU. U/o
Other Subscale Statistics
Males only Females only
Coefficient alpha .92 .90
Mean 35.72 36.96
Standard deviation 6.90 6.86
Median 36.25 37.60
Skewness - .43 - 0.38
Kurtosis 0.16 - 0.30
Note. Statistics are based on combined samples of subjects (item se-
lection sample
,
validity studies sample). N=192 males, 452
females.
^The range of scores listed in this table includes all possible
scores. Total scores are obtained by summing responses to all subscale
items (after reversing the scores of negative items).
^Alpha values have been corrected for attenuation. Alpha values re-
ported are the average of corrected alpha values obtained for the two
samples of subjects.
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failed to meet the discrimination criterion. This item (A9l) failed
only for female subjects. Attempts to substitute other items (B69, B42,
B91) caused one or more other items (B71, B76, A44) to fail with regard
to the discrimination criterion. The scale presented in Table 15 ap-
peared to be the best combination of items, given that at least one item
would fail to meet the discrimination criterion.
As can be seen in Table 15, the likability subscale showed ade-
quate reliabilities. The distribution of raw total scores for this sub-
scale is presented in Table 16. As can be seen in this table there is
no evidence of a ceiling effect on this subscale. The distribution of
scores is somewhat negatively skewed and is rather highly peaked with
approximately two-thirds of the subjects falling within the 31-40 range
of raw scores. A _t-test revealed a significant sex difference in scores
on this subscale (jt=-2.23, d.f.=636, p<.05). Females described them-
selves in slightly more favorable terms with regard to feelings of lika-
bility.
(5) The item statistics for the lO-item self-control subscale are
presented in Table 17. As can be seen in this table several items
failed to meet the discrimination criterion. However, no item failed to
meet this criterion for more than one of the four samples of subjects.
All attempts to substitute other items resulted in a larger number of
failures with regard to the discrimination criterion.
As can be seen in Table 18 the lO-item self-control subscale
showed adequate reliability. As can also be seen in this table there is
no evidence of a ceiling effect for scores on this subscale. The
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TABLE 16
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE 10-ITEM
LIKABILITY SUBSCALE
Frequency Distributions
Raw total Males only Females only
scores^ (% of subjects) (% of subjects)
10-15 0.0% 0.0%
16-20 1.6% 0.9%
21-2 5 2.0% 2.0%
26-30 16.6% 11.0%
31-35 30.6% 31.0%
36-40 36.8% 37.8%
41-45 10.8% 13.9%
46-50 1.6% 3.4%
100.0% 100.0%
Other Subscale Statistics
Males only Females only
Coefficient alpha^ .90 .91
Mean 34.93 35.94
Standard deviation 5.24 5.24
Median 35.41 36.09
Skewness - 0.40 - 0.33
Kurtosis 0.87 0.56
Note. Statistics are based on combined samples of subjects (item se-
lection sample
,
validity studies sample). N=192 males, 452
females.
^The range of scores listed in this table includes all possible
scores. Total scores are obtained by summing responses to all subscale
items (after reversing the scores of negative items).
^Alpha values have been corrected for attenuation. Alpha values re-
ported are the average of corrected alpha values obtained for the two
samples of subjects.
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TABLE 18
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE 10-ITEM
SELF-CONTROL SUBSCALE
Frequency Distributions
Kaw total Females only
scores^ (% of subjects) (% of subjects)
10-15 0.0% 1.1%
16-20 1 6% 9 ')"/l.» i./o
21-2 5 7.8% 7.8%
26-30 14. 0%
T 1 It;Jl-J J 28 7% Ik^ O . J /a
36-40 32.8% 9Q 97
/, 1 _/, c 13. 5% in 97
'*D—DU 1.6% X . O /o
100.0% 100.0%
Other Siihsralp Statlsrir*;
Males only Females only
Coefficient alpha^ .91 .93
Mean 34.49 33.40
Standard deviation 6.02 6.51
Median 35.26 33.89
Skewness - 0.46 - 0.38
Kurtosis - 0.22 0.27
Note. Statistics are based on combined samples of subjects (item se-
lection sample
,
validity studies sample). N=192 males, 452
f emales.
^The range of scores listed in this table includes all possible
scores. Total scores are obtained by summing responses to all subscale
items (after reversing the scores of negative items).
^Alpha values have been corrected for attenuation. Alpha values re-
ported are the average of corrected alpha values obtained for the two
samples of subjects.
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distribution of scores is slightly skewed in a negative direction. The
distribution of scores for females is somewhat less peaked than is the
case for males. A t-test revealed a significant sex difference (t=1.99,
d.f.=639,
_£<.05). Males rated themselves slightly higher in self con-
trol than did females.
(6) The item statistics for the lO-item Personal Power subscale
are presented in Table 19. As can be seen in this table, three items
failed to meet this criterion. No item, however, failed to meet the
discriminant criterion for more than one of the four samples of
subjects. All attempts to substitute other items resulted in a larger
number of failures with regard to the discrimination criterion.
As can be seen in Table 20, the lO-itera personal poer subscale
showed good reliability. As can also be seen in this table, there is no
evidence of any ceiling effect for the personal power subscale. The
distributions for both males and females come quite close to approximat-
ing a normal distribution with little evidence of skewness. The distri-
bution of scores is more peaked for males than for females with a
slightly lower standard deviation. A t-test revealed a strong sex dif-
ference (^=4.34, d.f.=633, p<.001). Males rated themselves higher in
personal power than did females.
(7) The item statistics for the lO-item Moral Self-Approval sub-
scale are presented in Table 21. As can be seen in this table all ten
items successfully met the discrimination criterion.
The reliability of this scale was quite high, as can be seen in
Table 22. As can also be seen in this table there appears to be a
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TABLE 20
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE 10-ITEM
PERSONAL POWER SUBSCALE
Frequency Distributions
Raw total Males only Females only
scores^ (% of subjects) (% of subjects)
10-15 0.0% 0.0%
16-20 0.0% 1.8%
21-2 5 4.2% 9.5%
26-30 15.2% 2 5.0%
31-35 34.5% 29.9%
36-40 32.5% 25.7%
41-45 12.0% 7.0%
46-50 1.6% 1.1%
100.0% 100.0%
Other Subscale Statistics
Males only Females only
Coefficient alpha^ .91 .93
Mean 34.78 32.65
Standard deviation 5.20 5.84
Median 34.96 32.82
Skewness - 0.00 - 0.08
Kurtosis - 0.11 - 0.30
Note. Statistics are based on combined samples of subjects (item se-
lection sample
,
validity studies sample) . N=192 males, 452
females.
^The range of scores listed in this table includes all possible
scores. Total scores are obtained by summing responses to all subscale
items (after reversing the scores of negative items)
.
^Alpha values have been corrected for attenuation. Alpha values re-
ported are the average of corrected alpha values obtained for the two
samples of subjects.
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TABLE 22
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE 10-ITEM
MORAL SELF-APPROVAL SUBSCALE
Frequency Distributions
Raw total Males only Females only
scores^ \k or subjects) (% of subjects)
10-15 0.0% 0.2%
16-20 0.0% 0.2%
21-2 5 1 1 Of1.4%
26-30 11.6% 6.7%
31-35 /b. yu 18.0%
36-40 34.4%
41-4 5 ly
.
25.4%
46-50 6 . o% 13.7%
inn n"/lUU. yj/o 100. U/i
Other Subscale Statistics
i. cLUdXczo ULixy
Coefficient alpha° .92 .93
Mean 36.74 38.88
Standard deviation 5.62 5.85
Median 36.79 39.25
Skewness - 0.07 - 0.44
Kurtosis - 0.30 0.40
Note. Statistics are based on combined samples of subjects (item se-
lection sample, validity studies sample). N=192 males, 452
females.
^The range of scores listed in this table includes all possible
scores. Total scores are obtained by summing responses to all subscale
items (after reversing the scores of negative items).
^Alpha values have been corrected for attenuation. Alpha values re-
ported are the average of corrected alpha values obtained for the two
samples of subjects.
Ill
slight ceiling effect for the female sample of subjects. The observed
mean for females falls 1.90 standard deviation units below the upper
limit of the scores on this subscale. A t-test revealed a strong sex
difference (_t=-4.31, d.f.=633, p<.00l). Females rated themselves higher
in moral self-approval than did males.
(8) The item statistics for the 10-item body appearance subscale
are presented in Table 23. As can be seen in this table all ten items
successfully met the discrimination criterion.
As can be seen in Table 24, the body appearance subscale exhibited
exceptionally high reliability." As can also be seen in this table there
is no evidence of a ceiling effect for this subscale. The distributions
of scores are slightly skewed in a negative direction. A ^-test re-
vealed a significant sex difference (^=2.44, d.f.=638, p<.025). Males
rated themselves slightly more highly in body appearance than did
females.
(9) The item statistics for the 10-item body functioning subscale
are presented in Table 25. As can be seen in this table all items
easily met the discrimination criterion.
As can be seen in Table 26, the body functioning subscale exhib-
ited very high reliability. As can also be seen in ths table there is
no evidence of a serious ceiling effect, although for males the dis-
tribution of scores is highly skewed in a negative direction with a
steep "drop off" of subjects at the upper end of the scale. A jt-test
revealed a highly significant sex difference (_t=6.52, d.f.=638, p<.001).
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TABLE 24
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE lO-ITEM
BODY APPEARANCE SUBSCALE
Frequency Distributions
tvdw Louax Males only Females only
scores^ (% of subjects) (% of subjects)
10-15 0.5% 2.0%
io—ZU 2.1% 3.6%
21-25 8.9% 7.8%
ZD—JU 18. 7% 23.2%
j1-J J O C r" or/25. 5% 32.2%
JD—4U 31. 3% 19.4%
10. 4% 10.2%
4d—jO 2.6% 1.6%
100.0% 100.0%
Other Subscale Statistics
Males only Females only
Coefficient alpha^ .94 .95
Mean 33.70 32.26
Standard deviation 6.56 6.96
Median 34.40 32.46
Skewness - 0.26 - 0.41
Kurtosis - 0.04 0.35
Note. Statistics are based on combined samples of subjects (item se-
lection sample, validity studies sample). N=192 males, 452
females.
^The range of scores listed in this table includes all possible
scores. Total scores are obtained by summing responses to all subscale
items (after reversing the scores of negative items).
^Alpha values have been corrected for attenuation. Alpha values re-
ported are the average of corrected alpha values obtained for the two
samples of subjects.
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TABLE 26
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE 10-ITEM
BODY FUNCTIONING SUBSCALE
Frequency Distributions
Raw total Males only Females only
scores^ (% of subjects) (% of subjects)
10-15 1.0% 1.1%
2.6% 3.8%
21-25 5.2% 15.2%
26-30 9.9% 22.5%
31-3 5 19.6% 24.4%
36-40 33.7% 20.9%
41-45 22.3% 8.3%
46-50 5.7% 3.8%
100.0% 100.0%
Other Subscale Statistics
Males only Females only
Coefficient alpha^ .95 .95
Mean 36.04 32.02
Standard deviation 6.94 7.26
Median 37.52 32.04
Skewness - 0.80 0.00
Kurtosis 0.66 - 0.25
Note. Statistics are based on combined samples of subjects (item se-
lection sample. validity studies sample). N=192 males, 452
females.
^The range of scores listed in this table includes all possible
scores. Total scores are obtained by summing responses to all subscale
items (after reversing the scores of negative items).
^Alpha values have been corrected for attenuation. Alpha values re-
ported are the average of corrected alpha values obtained for the two
samples of subjects.
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Males rated themselves substantially higher in body functioning than did
females.
(10) The item statistics for the defensiveness subscale are pre-
sented in Table 27. As can be seen in this table it was necessary to
include a larger number of items in this scale as it was difficult to
achieve a suitable level of reliability for this subscale. It was
necessary to add six extra items in order to bring the obtained relia-
bilities consistently above the desired .80 criterion (see Table 28).
The final set of sixteen items included three items which (for
males only) consistently failed to meet the discrimination criterion and
one item which (for both seexes) failed to meet this criterion.
The distributions of raw total scores for the defensiveness sub-
scale are presented in Table 28. As can be seen in this table the dis-
tribution of scores for males is somewhat more steeply peaked and has a
lower standard deviation than for females (an test of the difference
between the two standard deviations was significant at the p<.025 level,
¥=1,3^), A t-test revealed a highly significant sex difference in de-
fensiveness scores (_t=-3,07, d.f.=4,9, p<.005, degrees of freedom based
on separate variance estimate), with females scoring higher on this sub-
scale.
(11) The item statistics for the lO-item behavioral organization
subscale are presented in Table 29. As can be seen in this table only
two items failed to meet the discrimination criterion for one of two
samples of female subjects. No other combination of items fared better
in terms of the discrimination criterion.
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TABLE 28
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE 16 -ITEM
DEFENSIVENESS SUBSCALE
Frequency Distributions
rvdw LOU ax Males only Fpm^l 1 PQ Anl v
(% of subjects) (% of subjects)
21.25 0.5% 0.4%
1.1% 2.1%
31-35 3.6% 5.1%
36-40 21.2% 11.9%
41-45 30. 1% 23.1%
46-50 22.3% 23.8%
51-55 15.5% 21.7%
56-60 5.2% 8.8%
61-80 0.5% 3.1%
100.0% 100.0%
Other Subscale Statistics
Males only Females only
Coefficient alpha^ .84 .86
Mean 44.96 46.80
Standard deviation 6.66 7.71
Median 44.54 46.89
Skewness - 0.11 - 0.18
Kurtosis - 0.01 0.18
Note. Statistics are based on combined samples of subjects (item se-
lection sample
,
validity studies sample). N=192 males, 452
females.
^The range of scores listed in this table includes all possible
scores. Total scores are obtained by summing responses to all subscale
items (after reversing the scores of negative items).
^Alpha values have been corrected for attenuation. Alpha values re-
ported are the average of corrected alpha values obtained for the two
samples of subjects.
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As can be seen in Table 30 the behavioral organization subscale
exhibited quite high levels of reliability. As can also be seen in this
table the distributions of scores for both males and females are rather
steeply peaked and highly skewed in a negative direction. There is no
evidence of a ceiling effect for scores on this subscale. A t-test re-
vealed a significant sex difference (_t=-2.69, d.f.=64l, p<.01). Females
rated themselves somewhat higher in behavioral organization than did
males.
(12) The item statistics for the 10-item identity subscale are
presented in Table 31. As can be seen in this table several items
failed to meet the discrimination criterion for males (four items in
each sample). Only one of these four items failed to meet the discrimi-
nation criterion for both samples of male subjects. For females, only
one item failed to meet the discrimination criteron, and failed to do so
for only one of the two samples of subjects. Attempts to substitute
other items resulted in greater numbers of failures with regard to the
discrimination criterion.
As can be seen in Table 32, the identity subscale exhibited quite
high levels of reliability. As can also be seen in this table there is
no evidence of a ceiling effect for this subscale. Scores are slightly
skewed in a negative direction and the distributions of scores closely
approximate a normal curve in terms of peakedness. A _t-test revealed a
non-significant difference between males' and females' scores on the
identity subscale (_t=1.80, d.f.=642, p<.10).
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TABLE 30
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE lO-ITEM
BEHAVIORAL ORGANIZATION SUBSCALE
Frequency Distributions
Raw total Males only Females only
scores^ (% of subjects) (% of subjects)
10-15 1.0% 0.7%
ID —ZU 1.6% 0.6%
21-2 5 6.8% 3.4%
26-30 12.0% 11.5%
31-35 25.0% 22.4%
36-40 36.4% 35.9%
41-45 13.0% 17.7%
46-50 4.2% 7.8%
100.0% 100.0%
Other Subscale Statistics
Males only Females only
Coefficient alpha^ .93 .93
Mean 3 5.14 36.61
Standard deviation 6.52 6.26
Median 36.08 36.94
Skewness - 0.64 - 0.55
Kurtosis 0.68 0.80
Note. Statistics are based on combined samples of subjects (item se-
lection sample, validity studies sample). N=192 males, 452
females.
^The range of scores listed in this table includes all possible
scores. Total scores are obtained by summing responses to all subscale
items (after reversing the scores of negative items).
^Alpha values have been corrected for attenuation. Alpha values re-
ported are the average of corrected alpha, values obtained for the two
samples of subjects.
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TABLE 32
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE 10-ITEM
IDENTITY SUBSCALE
Frequency Distributions
Raw total Males only Females only
scores^ (% of subjects) (% of subjects)
10-15 0.0% 0.9%
16-20 2.6% 3.3%
21-2 5 8.9% 9.1%
26-30 19.2% 23.2%
31-3 5 24.5% 22.8%
36-40 29.2% 28.8%
41-45 14.0% 10.1%
46-50 1.6% 1.8%
100.0% 100.0%
Other Subscale Statistics
Males only Females only
Coefficient alpha^ .91 .92
Mean 34.02 33.00
Standard deviation 6.38 6.70
Median 34.97 33.38
Skewness - 0.38 - 0.35
Kurtosis - 0.16 - 0.00
Note. Statistics are based on combined samples of subjects (item se-
lection sample
,
validity studies sample). N=192 males, 452
females.
^The range of scores listed in this table includes all possible
scores. Total scores are obtained by summing responses to all subscale
items (after reversing the scores of negative items).
^Alpha values have been corrected for attenuation. Alpha values re-
ported are the average of corrected alpha values obtained for the two
samples of subjects.
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Summary . To summarize the results with regard to the item selection
procedure, the final shortened item sets for each subscale exhibited
rather high levels of internal consistency. In all cases but one, re-
liabilities were .90 or greater. The one exception was the defensive
self-enhancement subscale which exhibited reliabilities in the mid .80s.
For all but one subscale, the obtained reliabilities are in an accept-
able range of reliabilities required for use in applied and/or clinical
settings (Nunnally, 1978).
It did not prove possible to maintain the original proposed dis-
crimination criterion that each item selected should show no higher cor-
relation with any other subscale than with its own subscale. For three
subscales it was possible to achieve this criterion: moral self approv-
al, body appearance and body functioning. For most of the other sub-
scales one or more items failed to meet the discrimination criterion for
some (but not all) samples of subjects. Only for the competence and de-
fensiveness subscales did an item fail to meet the discrimination cri-
terion for all four samples of subjects. In selecting items, then, the
number of failures to meet the discrimination criterion was minimized
but not eliminated entirely. Incidentally, these failures all refer to
the shortened subscales. Considering the item correlations with the
20-item subscales, only 3 items were included in the shortened
subscales
which failed to show a higher correlation with their own
20-item sub-
scale than with any other 20-item subscale (items B35, B92 of the
compe-
tence subscale, item B60 of the lovability subscale).
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Conceptual considerations were given precedence over the empiri-
cal discrimination criterion for several items in the competence and
lovability subscales. For these subscales it was decided to accept a
small number of items which failed to meet the discrimination criterion
in order to adequately represent the conceptual domain of thse sub-
scales. To follow only the empirical criteria would have meant overly
identifying the competence scale with IQ-related competence. It would
have also meant overly identifying the lovability subscale with items
related to relationships with the extended family while leaving out
items dealing directly with subjects' feelings of love worthiness and
their feelings about intimate relationships.
The distribution of scores for all but four subscales were nega-
tively skewed. Mean scores for all of the subscales except for defen-
siveness were several points above the midpoint of all possible values.
Most subjects, then, tended to describe themselves toward the positive
end of all subscales on the SRI-III.
Significant sex differnces were observed on all subscales except
for the identity subscale. Males scored higher than females on the fol-
lowing subscales: global self-esteem, competence, self control, person-
al power, body appearance and body functioning. Females scored higher
than males on the following subscales: lovability, likability, moral
self approval, defensiveness and behavioral organization.
The direction of the above sex differences (with the possible ex-
ception of the difference in behavioral organization) would suggest evi-
dence of a traditional sex-role stereotyping with males' self-esteem
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being higher in areas concerning effectance issues and females' self-
esteem being higher in more socially-oriented and inhibition-oriented
areas. Because of the relative values placed on the effectance and so-
cial spheres, so the argument goes, those whose self-esteem is more
based on effectance will have higher self-esteem. The small absolute
magnitude of the obtained sex differences provides only limited support
for the above argument. The magnitude of the sex differnces was at most
approximately one half of the standard deviation within each sex group.
Nevertheless, because of the presence of such sex differences it will be
necessary to construct separate norms for male and female subjects and
to analyze the data in the present dissertation separately for males and
females.
A Within-Sub jects Measure of Internal Consistency
To develop an index of internal consistency of subjects' re-
sponses, correlations were first computed among the items selected to
represent each of the nine sources of self-esteem subscales. The corre-
lations within each subscale were computed without reversing the scores
for negatively worded items. The item pair within each subscale showing
the highest between-subjects correlation was first selected. Then, re-
gardless of subscale, the next three highest correlations were selected,
with the provision that the final twelve pairs of items should be equal-
ly balanced between positively worded and negatively worded items. The
twelve item pairs obtained by this procedure are presented in Table 33.
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TABLE 33
BETWEEN SUBJECTS CORRELATIONS OF ITEM PAIRS SELECTED FOR
WITHIN SUBJECTS RELIABILITY COEFFICIENT
Correlation Coefficient
Item Pairs Males Only Females Only
B7 - B59 .6G .64
B3 - B37 .49 .50
B60 - A115 .60 .56
A108 - A8 .45 .51
A87 - A98 .48 .61
B87 - A17 .48 .55
B62 - BIGG .63 .60
A5 - AIGG .62 .64
B25 - B46 .76 .77
B29 - B95 .56 .60
A60 - A1G4 .63 .52
B5 - A86 .54 .61
Note . Correlations based on combined samples of subjects (item selec-
tion sample, validity studies sample). N=l92 males, 451 fe-
males.
As can be seen in this table all item pairs showed quite high correla-
tions which ranged in size from .45 to .77.
Within-sub jects reliability coefficients were then computed sepa-
rately for each subject. These coefficients refer to the correlation
obtained from each subject's responses across the twelve item-pairs.
The frequency distribution in Table 34 depicts the range of within-
sub jects reliability coefficients which were observed. The average
within-subject reliability coefficients were .82 for males and .79 for
females.
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TABLE 34
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF WITHIN-SUBJECTS
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS
Reliability Males only Females only
Coefficients (% of subjects) (% of subjects)
less than .20 0.5% 0.0%
.20 - .29 0.0% 0.2%
.30 - .39 0.0% 0.5%
.40 - .49 1.1% 2.0%
.50 - .59 3,2% 4.5%
.60 - .69 6.9% 11.5%
.70 - .79 22.3% 22.3%
.80 - .89 41.5% 39.0%
.90 - .99 24.5% 20.0%
100.0% 100.0%
Note . Frequency distribution is based on combined samples of subjects
(item selection sample, validity studies sample). N=188 males,
444 females.
The primary use for the wi thin-subjects reliability coefficient is
in terms of identifying subjects whose responses to the SRI-III are so
inconsistent as to invalidate their scores. Thus subjects can be iden-
tified who responded carelessly, failed to follow directions or had dif-
ficulty understanding the items in the inventory.
A methodological problem exists in using only the within-sub jects
reliability coefficient to detect subjects whose responses are erratic.
That is, subjects may obtain a low score on the reliability coefficient
for one of two reasons. First, their responses might be truly erratic.
However, it is also possible for subjects to obtain near-zero reliabil-
ity coefficients by responding in an almost perfectly consistent manner.
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That is, subjects might respond to the twelve item-pairs with primarily
neutral responses indicative of either moderate self-esteem or an un-
willingness to commit themselves to a clear response to the items. This
lack of variability across the item pairs would be reflected in a low
reliabilty coefficient. In the most extreme case, if subjects responded
with "3" to each of the items, their reliability coefficient would be
zero.
To examine the degree of variability across item pairs two statis-
tics were computed. These statistics will be described with reference
to the following description of the item pairs employed in computing the
within-subjects reliability coefficient. The twelve item pairs can be
represented as follows:
Item Pair 1: A 1 vs. B 1
Item Pair 2: A 2 vs. B 2
Item Pair 12: A12 vs. B12
Two measures of the variability across the twelve items were computed
separately for each subject: the standard deviation across the twelve
"A" items and the standard deviation across the twelve "B" items. These
two measures will be referred to as the A and B deviation indices.
Between subjects correlations were computed for the relationships
among the within-subjects reliability coefficient and the A and B devia-
tion indices. These between subjects correlations are reported in Table
35. As can be seen in this table rather moderately high correlations
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TABLE 35
CORRELATIONS AMONG WITHIN-SUBJECTS RELIABILITY
COEFFICIENT AND DEVIATION INDICES
Males Only
(1) (2) (3)
(1) Within-subjects reliability coefficient -
.48 .39
(2) Standard deviation across "A" items - ,77
(3) Standard deviation across "B" items
Females Only
(1) (2) (3)
(1) Within-subjects reliability coefficient - .41 ,38
(2) Standard deviation across "A" items - .78
(3) Standard deviation across "B" items -
Note. Correlations are based on combined samples of subjects (item
selection sample, validity studies sample). N=188 males, 444
females.
were obtained between the within-subjects reliability coefficients and
the two deviation indices. Thus, the greater the variability across the
twelve "A" and "B" items, the larger was the within-subjects reliability
coefficient.
Frequency distributions of scores from the deviation indices are
presented in Table 36. Based on these distributions and the previously
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TABLE 36
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF DEVIATION INDICES FOR "A" AND "B" ITEMS
OF WITHIN-SUBJECTS RELIABILITY COEFFICIENT
Males Only Females Only
(% of subjects) (% of subjects)
Deviation Scores "A" "B" "A" "B"
across 12 items Items Items Items Items
.25 - .49 5.3% 2.6% 3.1% 2.7%
.50 - .74 13.6% 10.6% 21.6% 12.3%
.75 - .99 35.3% 37.3% 38.6% 38.4%
1.00 - 1.24 29.5% 31.1% 19.8% 30.0%
1.25 - 1.49 12.1% 11.6% 12.5% 11.4%
1.50 - 1.74 3.1% 4.7% 3.7% 4.5%
1.75 - 2.00 1.1% 1.1% 0.7% 0.7%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Note. Statistics are based on combined samples of subjects (item selec-
tion sample, validity studies sample). N=188 males, 446 females.
described distributions of the wi thin-subjects reliability coefficients,
two criteria were selected for eliminating "erratic" subjects. Subjects
were eliminated if: (1) wi thin-subjects reliability coefficients were
less than .60; and (2) both deviation indices were .50 or greater. Ap-
plication of these criteria to the combined sample of 646 subjects re-
sulted in the elimination of 36 subjects (5.6% of the total sample).
Use of these criteria would appear to be rather conservative in terms of
insuring that no subjects who responded in an erratic manner were in-
cluded in the analyses which follow.
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Test-Retest Reliability of SRI-III Subscales
A sample of fifty subjects was administered the SRI-III on two oc-
casions, with a test-retest interval of approximately three months. The
observed test-retest reliabilities are presented in Table 37. As can be
seen in this table, test-retest reliabilities were reported separately
for the entire sample of fifty subjects and for a reduced sample of
forty-five subjects after eliminating subjects who were judged to be
"erratic" in their responses according to the criteria described in the
previous section. Examination of Table 37 reveals that the exclusion of
TABLE 37
TEST-RETEST RELIABILITIES FOR SRI-III SUBSCALES
Test-Retest Test-Retest Reliability
SRI-III Reliability (excluding erratic^
Subscales (all subjects) subjects)
Global .92 (50) .93 (45)
Competence .87 (50) .88 (45)
Lovability .88 (47) .87 (42)
Likability .79 (49) .81 (44)
Self Control .76 (50) .85 (45)
Personal Power .86 (50) .84 (45)
Moral Self Approval .67 (48) .70 (43)
Body Appearance .89 (49) .89 (44)
Body Functioning .88 (49) .87 (44)
Defens iveness .84 (49) .90 (44)
Behavioral Organization .64 (49) .79 (44)
Identity .82 (50) .84 (45)
Note . Numbers in parentheses refer to sample size. The total sample
included 16 males and 34 females.
^The term "erratic" refers to subjects who failed to meet the cutoff
points for internal consistency as measured by the within-sub jects re
liability coefficient and the deviation indices.
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"erratic" subjects generally had the effect of increasing the test-
retest reliabilities, particularly for those subscales which exhibited
lower reliabilities when all subjects were included in the analyses.
Considering the four subscales which, for all subjects, exhibited re-
liabilities less than .80, deletion of "erratic" subjects increased the
test-retest reliabilities by .15 points (behavioral organization), .03
points (moral self-approval), .09 points (self-control) and .02 points
(likability)
.
After elimination of erratic subjects only two of the
subscales failed to meet a criterion of .80 test-retest reliability.
Discriminant reliability was also assessed across the test-retest
interval. That is, correlations were computed for subscales at the
first testing versus themselves at retest and versus all other subscales
at retest. Convergent reliability would thus be demonstrated by the
presence of a high correlation between a subscale at the first testing
and itself at retest. Discriminant reliability would be demonstrated by
the presence of higher correlations for a subscale with itself at retest
as opposed to correlations with other subscales at retest. These con-
vergent and discriminant correlations are presented in Table 38. As can
be seen in this table, all subscales showed higher test-retest correla-
tions with themselves than with any other subscale.
The data with regard to the test-retest reliability are generally
supportive both with regard to the reliability of the subscales and with
regard to the discriminant properties of the subscales. Further test-
retest reliability work will be required with larger samples of subjects
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TABLE 38
CONVERGENT AND DISCRIMINANT RELIABILITY OF
TEST-RETEST SCORES FOR SRI-III SUBSCALES
Test-Retest Statistics
Subscale at Subscale at test Average of subscale
test vs. same vs. next highest at test vs. each of
subscale at correlation at 11 other subscales
SRI-III Subscales retest retest at retest
Global Self-Esteem .93 (45) .80 (44) .58
Competence .88 (45) .80 (45) .58
Lovability .87 (42) .69 (43) .49
Likability .81 (44) .68 (43) .49
Self Control .85 (45) .73 (45) .49
Personal Power .84 (45) .75 (44) .56
Moral Self Approval .70 (43) .45 (44) .30
Body Appearance .89 (44) .78 (45) .48
Body Functioning .87 (44) .68 (44) .36
Defens iveness .90 (44) .51 (44) .41
Behavioral
Organization .79 (44) .42 (44) .31
Identity .84 (45) .81 (45) .54
Note. Correlations are based on 45 subjects who met the internal con-
sistency criteria. Numbers in parentheses refer to sample size.
in order to assess the test-retest properties of males and females
separately.
The only subscale which has exhibited reliabilities well below the
desired .80 criterion is the moral self-approval subscale. Even though
the observed .70 reliability is somewhat lower than desired, this sub-
scale showed good discriminant properties .in terms of its correlations
with other subscales at retest. The observed level of test-retest
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reliability is certainly adequate for the present research applications
of the SRI-III.
Norms for SRl-III Subscales
Normative data for males and females separately for each of the
subscales are presented in Appendix G in terms of percentile ranks.
These norms are based on the combined samples of subjects (item selec-
tion sample, validity studies sample) v/ith "erratic" subjects eliminated
from the sample. Further validational work will be required in order to
develop norms which are appropriate for other samples of subjects (e.g.,
other universities, small colleges, junior colleges, high schools). The
present norms appear reasonable only for the population of the Psychol-
ogy Department subject pool at the University of Massachusetts. Plans
are being made to obtain sets of "local" norms from others who are using
the SRI-III.
Correlations Among SRI-III Subscales
Between-subjects correlations among the SRI-III subscales are re-
ported in Table 39. As can be seen in this table, the global self-
esteem subscale showed the most consistently high correlations with all
other subscales except for the relatively low correlation between global
self-esteem and defensiveness. The global self-esteem subscale exhib-
ited correlations in the realm of .60 with the other sources of self-
esteem, behavioral organization and identity subscales. Subscales show-
ing relatively low correlations with global self-esteem included: moral
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TABLE 39
CORRELATIONS AMONG SRI-III SUBSCALES
(1)^ (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)
(1) — .63 .67 .64 .67 .62 .43 .64 .62 .25 .56 .74
(2)
—
.75 .61 .64 .55 .64 .33 .59 .47 .35 .32 .72
.63 — .45 .40 .42 .57 .34 .38 .48 .09 .43 .49
.75 — .50 .55 .53 .59 .34 .43 .46 .36 .40 .57
(3) .67 .45 — .61 .50 .55 .42 .49 .43 .21 .43 .53
.61 .50 - .61 .43 .44 .34 .46 .38 .33 .30 .55
(4) .64 .40 .61 - .42 .59 .21 .58 .47 .20 .31 .44
.64 .55 .61 — .43 .53 .35 .51 .43 .45 .27 .52
(5) .67 .42 .50 .42 - .43 .44 .37 .48 .38 .56 .65
.55 .53 .43 .43 - .45 .45 .44 .42 .43 .54 .56
(6) .62 .57 .55 .59 .43 - .24 .50 .45 .15 .38 .48
.64 .59 .44 .53 .45 - .30 .40 .44 .26 .26 .55
(7) .43 .34 .42 .21 .44 .24 - .25 .21 .46 .37 .54
.33 .34 .34 .35 .45 .30 - .23 .17 .41 .34 .44
(8) .64 .38 .49 .58 .37 .50 .25 .62 .21 .27 .44
.59 .43 .46 .51 .44 .40 .23 .47 .21 .14 .39
(9) .62 .48 .43 .47 .48 .45 .21 .62 .10 .22 .46
.47 .46 .38 .43 .42 .44 .17 .47 .28 .19 .33
(10) .25 .09 .21 .20 .38 .15 .46 .21 .10 .11 .36
.35 .36 .33 .45 .43 .26 .41 .21 .28 .31 .40
(11) .56 .43 .43 .31 .56 .38 .37 .27 .22 .11 .46
.32 .40 .30 .27 .54 .26 .34 .14 .19 .31 .43
(12) .74 .49 .53 .44 .64 .48 .54 .44 .46 .36 .46
.72 .57 .55 .52 .56 .55 .44 .39 .33 .40 .43
Note . Correlations are based on combined samples of subjects (data se-
lection sample, validity studies sample). Subjects defined as
responding in an erratic manner were deleted. The minimum number
of subjects on which any of the above correlations is based is
179 males and 405 females. Correlations for males are in the top
of each row and for females are in the bottom of each row.
^The numbers in parentheses refer to the SRI-III Subscales as follows:
(I) Global Self-Esteem, (2) Competence, (3) Lovability, (4) Likability,
(5) Self-Control, (6) Personal Power, (7) Moral Self-Approval, (8) Body
Appearance, (9) Body Functioning, (10) Defensive Self-Enhancement,
(II) Behavioral Organization, (12) Identity.
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self-approval, body functioning (females only) and behavioral organiza-
tion (females only). For males, the subscales showing the highest cor-
relations with global self-esteem were (in order): identity, lovabil-
ity, self-control, likability, body appearance and competence. For
females, the subscales most highly correlated with global self-esteem
were: competence, identity, likability, personal power, lovability and
body appearance.
Correlations among the other "sources of self-esteem" subscales
were generally in the .30-. 60 range. The moral self-approval subscale
exhibited correlations somewhat below this range with the personal
power, body appearance and body functioning subscales. The sources of
self-esteem subscales which showed the highest correlations with one an-
other included: competence and personal power, lovability and likabil-
ity, likability and personal power, likability and body appearance
(males only) and body appearance and body functioning (males only).
The defensiveness subscale exhibited the lowest degree of correla-
tion with the other subscales. Only 3 subscales exhibited correlations
greater than .40 with the defensiveness subscale: likability (females
only), self-control (females only) and moral self-approval (both sexes).
In general, for females the defensiveness subscale exhibited a higher
degree of correlation with other subscales than was the case for males.
The behavioral organization subscale exhibited correlations simi-
lar to those observed among the "sources of self-esteem" subscales,
except that this subscale exhibited very low correlations with the body
appearance and body functioning subscales. The behavioral organization
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subscale was most highly correlated with the self-control subscale (both
sexes) and with the global self-esteem subscale (males only).
Finally, the identity subscale exhibited a pattern of correlations
somewhat similar (though lower in magnitude) to that observed for the
global self-esteem subscale. Most of the correlations with the identity
subscale were around .50 or above, except for the body appearance (for
both sexes) and body functioning (for females only) subscales which
showed considerably lower correlation with defensiveness than was the
case with global self-esteem. In general, then, the breadth of the
Identity concept appears to be reflected in the pattern of correlations
obtained with the other SRI-III subscales.
Sex differences in the matrix of correlations were examined
following to transformations. Of the sixty-six non-redundant cor-
relations in Table 39, ten correlations exhibited significant sex dif-
ferences. Correlations for males were signif icatnly higher than for
females for the following four subscale pairs: global self-esteem and
self control (Z^=2.11, p<.05); global self-esteem and body functioning
(Z^=2.44, p<.05); global self-esteem and behavioral organization (Z^=3.33,
p<.01), and body appearance and body functioning (Z^=2.44, p<.05). These
sex differences can be summarized by two statements. First, global
self-esteem is more closely tied to self-regulation of behavior for
males than for females. Second, body functioning appears to be a more
central variable for males' sense of self-esteem than for females and
appears to be more closely tied to feelings about appearance for males
than for females.
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Females exhibited significantly higher correlations than males for
6 subscale pairs: global self-esteem and competence (Z^=-2.56, p<.05),
competence and likability U=-2.22, p<.05), competence and defensiveness
U=-3.22, p<.01), defensiveness and likability U=-3.11, p<.01), defen-
siveness and body functioning U=-2.11, p<.05), and defensiveness and
behavioral organization U=-2.33, p<.05). Two things are striking about
these sex differences. First, the competence subscale seems to be con-
cerned with issues which are more central to the overall self-esteem of
females and more tied to issues of likabilty for females than for males.
Second, females' tendencies to rate themselves high in competence, lika-
bility, body functioning and behavioral organization seem more involved
with the need to present a defensively favorable view of themselves than
was the case for males.
In order to further examine the patterns of correlations among the
SRI -I II subscales, factor analyses were computed with these subscale
scores as input. These factor analyses were computed separately for
males and females and employed a varimax rotation to extract orthogonal
factors.
The eigenvalues and percent of the total variance accounted for by
potential factors are presetned in Table 40. Following one conventional
criterion of including factors with eigenvalues of at least 1.0, a deci-
sion would be made to extract three factors for males and two factors
for females. However, since the eigenvalue of the third factor for
males is only slightly above 1.0 and since each of the first two factors
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TABLE 40
EIGENVALUES AND PERCENT OF TOTAL VARIANCE ACCOUNTED
FOR BY POTENTIAL FACTORS EXTRACTED FROM
SRI-III SUBSCALE CORRELATIONS
Males Only Females Only
Factor
Numbers Eigenvalues
Percent of
Variance Eigenvalues
Percent of
Variance
1 5.91 49.2% 5.81 48. 5%
2 1.39 11.6% 1.25 10.4%
3 1.01 8.5% .83 6.9%
4 .65 5.4% .74 6.2%
5 .59 4.9% .63 5.3%
6 .55 4.6% .60 5.0%
7 .47 3.9% .47 3.9%
8 .37 3.1% .43 3.6%
9 .35 2.9% .41 3.4%
10 .32 2.6% .35 2.9%
11 .23 2.0% .31 2.6%
12 .15 1.2% .16 1.3%
Note . Factor analyses based on combined samples of subjects (item
analysis sample, validity studies sample). N=l73 males, 392
f emales.
for males and females account for at least 10% of the total variance, it
was decided to first extract two factors each for males and females.
The rotated factor loadings for each of the SRI-III subscales for
the two-factor solution are presented separately for males and females
in Table 41. As can be seen in this table, the first factors extracted
for males and females are highly similar to one another. The subscale
which loaded highest on this first factor. was global self-esteem. All
of the other "sources of self-esteem" subscales have loadings of at
least .40 on this factor except for moral self-approval. The subscales
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TABLE 41
FACTOR LOADINGS FOLLOWING VARIMAX ROTATION OF SRI-III
SUBSCALES FOR TWO FACTOR SOLUTION
Factor 1 Factor 2
SRI-III Males Females Males Females
Subscales Only Only Only Only
Global Self-Esteem .79 .83 .47 .35
Competence .60 .65 .29 .42
Lovability .63 .60 .36 .35
Likability .72 .68 .16 .31
Self-Control .43 .40 .65 .66
Personal Power .70 .64 .20 .27
Moral Self-Approval .17 .20 .71 .56
Body Appearance .71 .67 .17 .15
Body Functioning .69 .59 .19 .16
Defens iveness .05 .27 .51 .49
Behavioral Organization .34 .11 .45 .63
Identity .47 .53 .68 .56
Note. Factor analysis based on combined samples of subjects (item
selection sample
,
validity studies sample). N=173 males, 392
females.
with the highest loadings, after the global self-esteem subscale, in-
cluded body appearnce, likability and personal power (for both sexes).
For females the competence subscale has a slightly higher loading on
this first factor than males, while for males the body functioning sub-
scale showed a higher loading on the first factor than was the case for
females.
The second factor included the following subscales for both sexes:
moral self-approval, identity, self-control, defensiveness and behavior-
al organization. The global self-esteem subscale had a loading above
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.40 on the second factor for males only while the competence subscale
had a loading above .40 on the second factor for females only. Two sub-
scales exhibited factor loadings of at least .40 on both factors:
self-control and identity.
The first factor appears to represent feelings of self-esteem
which are derived from direct and active experiences of interpersonal
successes, personal achievements, body feelings and intimacy. This fac-
tor closely resembles the sources of self-esteem conceptualization pre-
sented earlier except that the moral self-approval subscale failed" to
load on this factor.
The second factor would seem to represent self-esteem that is
achieved in a less direct, less active and less "testable" manner. That
is, this factor refers to the inhibition and regulation of behavior, the
guidance and direction of actions to fit with one's moral values and
life goals, and finally the defensive enhancement of self-esteem at the
expense of the testability of one's self-postulates. Taken together,
the subscales loading on the second factor tend to focus on postulates
which are less directly testable in interpersonal reality. There are
rather direct and obvious sources of evaluative feedback from others re-
garding one's looks, popularity, competence, interpersonal influence,
and body functioning. In contrast, the subscales of factor II are not
as readily assessed in interpersonal reality. One's sense of self-
discipline, directedness of life goals and moral values are more subject
to self-evaluation than to evaluative feedback from others. Defensive
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self
-enhancement even more clearly refers to postulates which are insu-
lated from interpersonal feedback.
Thus the distinction between the first and second factors can be
summarized as follows. The first factor reflects self-esteem feelings
that are based on a number of postulates which are subject to test in
interpersonal reality. The second factor involves postulates which are
more subject to personal evaluation than to tests in interpersonal real-
ity.
Validity Studies
Three separate validity studies were conducted in which the
SRI-lII subscales were examined in relationship to personality scales
and personal background information. The first study involved the rela-
tionship between the SRI-III and a set of specific personality question-
naires. The second study involved the relationship of the SRI-III and
the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey. The third study involved the
relationship between the SRI-III and personal background information.
In addition to these separate studies, certain common data were col-
lected for all subjects. These common data included such information as
signature size, number of erasures made in filling out the SRI-III, etc.
Data from each of the separate studies will be presented first, followed
by the analyses of the data common to all three validity studies. Spe-
cific predictions will be summarized in reference to each of the meas-
ures where such predictions were made.
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The results of the validity studies will be presented in terras of
Pearson Product-Moment correlations. The appropriateness of this sta-
tistic as a summary of the relationship between the SRI-III and the
other measures was assessed by two analyses which looked for curvilin-
earity in the relationships between the SRI-III and the other measures.
First, each of the self-esteem subscales was trichotoraized into high,
medium and low groups. These group levels were then used to generate
one way analyses of variance with level of self-esteem as the indepen-
dent variables and the scores on the personality measures, etc., used in
the validity studies as the dependent variables. Analyses of variance
were computed separately for males and females. Examination of these
analyses of variance revealed a number of slight departures from linear-
ity. These departures were usually in terms of a slightly J-shaped re-
lationship, with low and medium groups of self-esteem subjects being
closer together in terms of the dependent variable, while the high
self-esteem group was more discrepant from the other two groups.
A second, and more direct, test of the linearity assumption was
provided by the examination of scattergrams which represented the rela-
tionships among each SRI-III subscale and each of the validity measures.
Examination of these scattergrams revealed that even for cases which
showed rather clear J-shaped curves in the analysis of variance, the
scatter of scores was never strikingly discrepant from linearity. Thus
it was decided to only report correlations to describe the relationships
among the SRI-III subscales and the other validity measures. For the
present research, the presence of minor deviations from linearity of
I
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relationships is not of focal concern unless such linearity seriously
distorts the linearity assumption of the correlation coefficient. In no
case did it appear that the scatter of scores departed severely from
linearity.
Selected personality variables . The correlations between the SRI-III
subscales and thirteen selected personality variables will be presented
in clusters, following from a conceptual grouping of the types of per-
sonality variables measured.
I. Global measures of self-esteem and generalized epxectancy of
success . These measures included the Eagly (1967) and Rosenberg (1965)
m
global self-esteem scales and the generalized expectancy of success
scale (Hale and Fibel, 1976; Fibel and Hale, 1978). The correlations
between these measures and the SRI-III subscales are presented in Table
42. As can be seen in this table, sex differences among these correla-
tions were very small. After transforming _r values to Z_ scores, signif-
icance tests revealed that only 2 of the 36 potential sex differences
were significant at the .05 level. Since this is close to the number of
sex differences that would be expected by chance alone, sex differences
will be largely ignored in discussing the results.
It was predicted that the global self-esteem subscale would show
the highest correlation with these three generalized measures of self-
esteem and expectancy of success. Examination of Table 42 reveals that
the predicted relationships were for the most part obtained. All of the
correlations with the SRI-III global subscale were .80 or above except
for the correlation with expectancy of success for females. The
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TABLE 42
CORRELATIONS OF SRI-III SUBSCALES WITH MEASURES OF GLOBAL
SELF-ESTEEM AND GENERALIZED EXPECTANCY OF SUCCESS
Early Global Rosenberg Global Hale-Fibel Expectancy
Self-Esteem Self-Esteem of Success
SRI-III
Subscales Males Females Males Females Males Females
Global
Self-Esteem .85 .87 .85 .80 .80 .60
Competence .87 .81 .72 .71 .68 .54
Lovability .62 .55 .56 .52 .49 .55
Likability .67 .75 .53 .67 .61 .66
Self-Control .56 .55 .69 .45 .60 .34
Personal Power .73 .78 .47 .57 .57 .49
Moral
Self-Approval .58 .43 .67 .42 .64 .34
Body
Appearance .50 .58 .45 .53 .38 .39
Body
Funct ioning .59 .49 .64 .45 .45 .37
Defens iveness .32 .41 .29 .24 .25 .49
Behavioral
Organization .32 .41 .29 .24 .25 .49
Identity .63 .72 .67 .66 .60 .60
Note. Minimum numbers of subjects for each correlation are 29 male:
67 females. An r value of .47 for males and .32 for females
required for significance at the .01 level.
clearest pattern of convergent and discriminant validity was obtained
for correlations with the Roseenberg scale. The Rosenberg scale exhib-
ited substantially higher correlations with the SRI-III global subscale
than with any other SRI-II subscale. The next highest correlation be-
tween the Rosenberg and SRI-III subscales was obtained for competence
(both sexes), followed by self-control (males only), and identity (both
sexes). The Rosenberg scale exhibited correlations in the mid .40s to
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mid .60s with the other SRI
-III subscales except for the defensiveness
subscale which showed very low correlations with the Rosenberg measure.
The correlations with the Eagly scale were not quite as uniformly
supportive of the discriminant validity of the global self-esteem sub-
scale of the SRI-III. For males, the Eagly scale was correlated more
highly with competence than with the global subscale, while for females
these two correlations were nearly equal. The Eagly scale also had cor-
relations in the .70s with the personal power subscale (for both sexes)
and the likability and identity subscale (for females only). Correla-
tions between the Eagly scale and other subscales were in the .40-. 70
range except for the defensiveness subscale which had a corrrelation of
.33 for males and .41 for females.
The expectancy of success scale showed good convergent and dis-
criminant validity with the SRI-III for male subjects as the correlation
with the SRI-III global subscale was substantially higher than with any
other subscale. The second highest correlation for males was with com-
petence (.68). For females, correlations between the expectancy of
success scale and the global subscale were lower than or equal to the
correlations with the likability and identity subscales. Correlations
between the expectancy of success scale and the other SRI-III subscales
were in the .40-. 60 range, except for the defensiveness subscale which
showed correlations of .25 with the expectancy of success scale for
males and .49 for females.
In general, there was good support for the convergent and dis-
criminant validity of the SRI-III global seilf-esteem subscale. Slight
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failures of discriminant validity were noted for females on the expec-
tancy of success scale and for males on the Eagly scale. The failure of
discriminant validity with the Eagly scale should be understood in terras
of remarks made in the introduction about this scale. The present re-
sults support the notion developed earlier that the Eagly scale appears
to be a multidimensional scale with foci on global self-esteem, compe-
tence, likability and personal power. The results with regard to the
Rosenberg scale were both more supportive of the discriminant validity
of the SRI-III and more supportive of the notion that the Rosenberg
scale is a unidimensional measure of global self-esteem.
II. Depression . The correlations of the SRI-III subscales with
two measures of depression are reported in Table 43. The correlations
between the Beck (1967) depression inventory and the Epstein (Note 4)
sadness scale was .77 for males and .78 for females, suggesting a high
degree of convergence between these measures.
It was predicted that the global self-esteem and moral self-
approval subscales would show the highest negative correlations with the
two measures of depression. The prediction with regard to global self-
esteem was generally upheld (although for males the correlation between
the Beck scale and the self-control subscale was slightly higher than
was observed for the global subscale). The results for the moral self-
approval subscale were less strongly supported. For males, moral self-
approval showed one of the three highest correlations of the SRI-III
subscales with either of the depression measures. For females, the
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TABLE 43
CORRELATIONS OF SRI-III SUBSCALES WITH
MEASURES OF DEPRESSION AND HAPPINESS
Beck Depression Epstein Sadness vs.
Inventory Happiness Scale
SRI-III Subscales Males Females Males Females
Global Self-Esteem -.74 -.70
-.79
-.84
Compe tence -.51 -.48 -.66 -.69
Lovability -.51 -.51 -.60 -.58
Likability -.52 -.60 -.59 -.73
Self-Control
'
-.75 -.40 -.56 -.48
Personal Power -.20 -.47 -.48 -.56
Moral' Self-Approval -.69 -.26 -.68 -.40
Body Appearance -.35 -.42 -.44 -.46
Body Functioning -.43 -.28 -.41 -.44
Defens iveness -.47 -.30 -.19 -.36
Behavioral Organization -.58 -.31 -.41 -.43
Identity -.60 -.65 -.71 -.68
Note. Minimum numbers of subjects for each correlation are 29 males, 67
females. An _r value of .47 for males and .32 for females is re-
quired for significance at the .01 level.
moral self-approval subscale was among the lowest subscales in terms of
correlations with the depression scales.
The correlations observed with the Epstein scale were more uni-
formly high with the subscales of the SRI-III while the Beck scale
showed more scatter in terms of its correlations with the SRI-III. The
pattern of relationships for these two measures of depression with the
SRI-III was quite similar. The results suggest that depression is high-
ly related to poor overall self-evaluations, feeling of moral guilt
(males only) and lack of self-control (males only). Depression is
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moderately related to negative self-evaluations in the areas of iden-
tity, competence, lovability and likability. Depression is only margin-
ally or inconsistently related to negative self-evaluations of body
appearance, body functioning, moral guilt (for females), personal power
and lack, of defensiveness.
III. Anxiety
. Scores from the two anxiety measures of the
Epstein anxiety-fear-depression scale were combined into an overall in-
dex of anxiety. Justification for combining these two measures can be
found in the fact that for the present sample the correlations between
these measures (cognitive and psychophysiological anxiety) were .78 for
males and .65 for females.
It was predicted that the anxiety scale would be most highly cor-
related (in a negative direction) with the global subscale of the
SRI-III. The observed correlations between SRI-III subscales and the
anxiety scores are presented in Table 44. As can be seen in this table,
strong support for the convergent and discriminant validity of the
SRI-III global subscale was obtained for male subjects, with slightly
mixed support obtained for females. As predicted, males' scores on the
anxiety scale were highly correlated (in a negative direction) with the
global self-esteem subscale, and were more highly correlated with this
subscale than with any other subscale. Other subscales which, for
males, exhibited moderately high negative correlations with the anxiety
scale were: identity, moral self-approval and competence. All other
subscale correlations were in the .40-. 60 range, except for
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TABLE 44
CORRELATIONS OF SRI-III SUBSCALES
WITH EPSTEIN ANXIETY SCALE
Epstein Anxiety Scale —
Physiological arousal and cognitive anxiety
SRI-III Subscales Males Females
Global Self-Esteem -.72
-.68
Competence -.58
-.72
Lovability -.50
-.40
Likability -.52 -.66
Self-Control -.54
-.53
Personal Power -.53 -.53
Moral Self-Approval -.60 -.36
Body Appearance -.40 -.43
Body Functioning -.42 -.40
Defens iveness -.31 -.42
Behavioral Organization -.37 -.38
Identity -.64 -.65
Note . Minimum numbers of subjects for each correlation are 29 males and
67 females. An _r value of .47 for males and .32 for females is
required to achieve significance at the .01 level.
defensiveness and behavioral organization which had correlatons in the
.30s with the anxiety scale.
For females, the SRI-III subscale showing the highest negative
correlation with anxiety was the competence subscale, followed in order
by the global self-esteem, likability and identity subscales. Each of
these subscales showed correlations of -.65 or greater with the anxiety
scale. All other subscales had correlations in the -.40 to -.60 range
with the anxiety scale except for the moral self-approval and behaviora
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organization subscales which had correlations in the -.30s with the
anxiety scale.
l^ile there were some differences in the patterns of correlations
observed for males and females, no statistically significant sex differ-
ences were found in the correlations between the SRI-III subscales and
the anxiety scale. The results strongly supported the convergent valid-
ity of the global self-esteem subscale with the anxiety scale. However,
only for males was strong support obtained for the discriminant validity
of the global self-esteem subscale. For females the global self-esteem
subscale was among the highest in terms of correlation with anxiety, but
did not exhibit the highest correlation with anxiety.
IV. Hostility . Two measures of hostility were examined: the
tendency to express hostility and the experience of inner conflict over
the expression of hostility. These measures were found to be strongly
correlated in a positive direction for females (r=.63, d.f.=65, p<.01)
while only a non-significant trend in the positive direction was ob-
served for males (r=.3l, d.f.=27, ns.). The difference between these
two correlations was only marginally signif icicant (Z^=-1.83, p<.lO).
Thus for females the tendency to express hostile feelings was rather
strongly associated with the experience of conflict over the expression
of hostile feelings. For males a similar tendency was observed although
this tendency failed to achieve statistical significance.
It was predicted that the following SRI-III subscales would show
the highest (negative) correlations with the hostility scales: moral
self-approval, global self-esteem, lovability and likability. The
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observed correlations between the SRI-IIl subscales and the hostility
scales are presented in Table 45. As can be seen in this table, rather
consistent differences were observed between the two hostility scales in
terms of their relationships with the SRI-III. More extensive patterns
of negative correlations of larger magnitude were observed for the con-
flict over hostility scale than for the tendency to express hostility
scale.
Examination of the correlations with the tendency to express hos-
tility scale reveals that for males only one correlation was found to be
even marginally significant while for females several correlations
TABLE 45
CORRELATIONS OF SRI-III SUBSCALES
WITH MEASURES OF HOSTILITY
Epstein.: Conflict Epstein: Expressed
over Hostility Hostility
SRI-III Subscales males females males females
Global Self-Esteem -.53 -.50 -.12 -.29
Competence -.59 -.53 -.06 -.33
Lovability -.55 -.42 .12 -.13
Likability -.39 -.57 .16 -.43
Self-Control -.35 -.53 -.32 -.30
Personal Power -.48 -.40 .01 -.15
Moral Self-Approval -.55 -.41 -.22 -.49
Body Appearance -.36 -.47 .38 -.17
Body Functioning -.32 -.29 -.19 -.21
Defens iveness -.20 -.46 -.24 -.44
Behavioral Organization -.14 -.46 -.09 -.41
Identity -.61 -.53 -.21 -.33
Note . Minimum numbers of subjects for each correlation are 29 males and
67 females. An £ value of .47 for males and .32 for females is
required to achieve significance at the .01 level.
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achieved significance. For males, the body appearance subscale showed a
marginally significant positive correlation with the tendency to express
hostility scale. Males who described themselves as attractive in body
appearance tended to report more of a tendency to express hostile feel-
ings. For females, the predicted negative correlations for the moral
self-approval and likabilty subscales were obtained, with females who
described themselves as frequently expressing hostility tending to de-
scribe themselves as more often feeling guilty and unlikable. In addi-
tion, for females, significant negative correlations were found for the
competence, defensiveness, behavioral organization and identity sub-
scales.
Correlations for the conflict over hostility scale revealed a
broad pattern of moderately strong negative relationships with SRI-III
subscales. For both sexes, tendencies toward feeling conflict over hos-
tility were moderately associated with negative self-evaluations with
regard to identity, competence and global self-esteem. Less consistent-
ly strong negative correlations wer also found for the lovability, lika-
bility, moral self-approval and self-control subscales. The results
with regard to conflict over hostility generally supported the predic-
tions with regard to the global self-esteem scale and offered mixed sup-
port for the predictions with regard to the llkability, lovability and
moral self-approval subscales.
Apparently, it is not the actual expression of hostility but
rather the experience of inner conflict over one's hostile feelings
which is associated with low self-esteem. Only for females were modest
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correlations found between the expression of hostility and low scores on
the following SRI-III subscales (moral self approval, defensiveness
,
likabilty and behavioral organization).
V» Eysenck neuroticism and extraversion scales . It was predicted
that the SRI-III subscales, and especially the global self-esteem scale,
would show higher correlations with the neuroticism scale than with the
extraversion scale. The observed correlations between the SRI-III sub-
scales and the Eysenck scales are presented in Table 46. As can be seen
in this table the observed correlations strongly matched the predic-
tions. The SRI-III subscales were much more highly correlated with the
neuroticism than with the extraversion. None of the twenty-four corre-
lations between the SRI-III subscales and the extraversion scale reached
the .01 level of significance while seventeen of the twenty-four corre-
lations with the neuroticism scale achieved this level of significance.
Examination of the correlations of the SRI-III subscales with the
neuroticism scale revealed more evidence, albeit less strong, of the
convergent and discriminant validity of the SRI-III. The highest nega-
tive correlation was predicted to be the global self-esteem-neuroticism
correlation. For both males and females the global subscale showed the
second highest negative correlation with the neuroticism scale. For
males, the highest negative correlation involved the SRI-III moral self-
approval subscale and the neuroticism scale. For females, the highest
negative correlation was for the SRI-III competence subscale and neuro-
ticism scale. Other subscales which exhibited correlations of -.50 or
stronger for both sexes included: identity, self-control and
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TABLE 46
CORRELATIONS OF SRI-III SUBSCALES WITH EYSENCK
NEUROTICISM AND EXTROVERSION SCALES
Eysenck Eysenck
Neuroticism Extroversion
SRI-III Subscales males females males females
Global Self-Esteem -.70 -.63
.23 .24
Compe tence -.49 -.66
.02 .12
Lovabillty -.50 -.42
.29 .22
Likability -.41 -.55
.27 .26
Self-Control -.62 -.57
.12 -.10
Personal Power -.45 -.51
.33 .25
Moral Self-Approval -.76 -.43 -.24 -.28
Body Appearance -.40 -.35 .24 .09
Body Functioning -.24 -.51 .15 .11
Defens iveness -.58 -.57 -.28 -.19
Behavioral Organization -.61 -.48 -.17 -.17
Identity -.68 -.58 .12 .17
Note. Minimum numbers of subjects for each correlation are 29 males, 67
females. An value of .47 for males and .32 for females is re-
quired to achieve significance at the .01 level.
defens iveness. The only subscales which had correlations weaker than
-.40 were the body appearance subscale (for females) and the body func
tioning subscale (for males).
Thus the SRI-III showed discriminant validity by the absence of
any significant correlations with the extraversion scale. Moderate
support was also obtained for the predicted pattern of convergent and
discriminant correlations of subscales with the neuroticism scale.
Neuroticism was highly correlated with several SRI-III subscales, with
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global self-esteem exhibiting the second highest rather than the highest
correlation with the neuroticisra scale.
VI. Body cathexis
. It was predicted that strong positive corre-
lations would be obtained between the body cathexis scale and the body
appearance and body functioning subscales. The observed correlations
between the body cathexis scale and the SRI-III subscales are presented
in Table 47. As can be seen in this table, the predictions for females
were upheld (although more clearly for the body appearance than for the
body functioning subscale). Other subscales which exhibited
TABLE 47
CORRELATIONS OF SRI-III SUBSCALES WITH
BODY FEELINGS QUESTIONNAIRE
Secord and Jourard:
Body Feelings Questionnaire
SRI-III Subscales males females
Global Self-Esteem
Competence
Lovability
Likability
Self-Control
Personal Power
Moral Self-Approval
Body Appearance
Body Functioning
Defensiveness
Behavioral Organization
Identity
.71
.69
.39
.45
.67
.37
.56
.46
.63
.44
.45
.45
.52
.50
.47
.50
.31
.39
.14
.62
.53
.37
.27
.29
Note. Minimum numbers of subjects for each correlation are 29 males and
67 females. An r_ value of .47 for males and .32 for females is
required to achieve significance at the .01 level.
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correlations of .50 or greater for females included the global self-
esteem, competence and likability subscales. For males, the body
cathexis scale showed highest correlations (in order) with the following
SRI-HI subscales: global self-esteem, competence, self-control and
body functioning.
Although none of the sex difference comparisons of specific corre-
lations achieved significance at the .01 level, there does appear to be
a somewhat different pattern of correlations for males and females
across all of the subscales. For males it would seem that athletic com-
petence, self discipline and body functioning are the most prominent
components of body cathexis wl^ile for females two components are promi-
nent. The first component involves body attractiveness and likability-
lovability while the second component matches the athletic component
found in the data for males.
VII. Defensiveness . Two measures of defensiveness were examined
in relation to the SRI-III subscales: the Crowne-Marlowe social desira-
bility scale and the Eysenck lie scale. Correlations between these two
measures were .53 for males and .56 for females, suggesting a moderate
degree of convergence between them.
It was predicted that the defensiveness subscale of the SRI-III
would show the highest correlations with the Crowne-Marlowe and lie
scales. The observed correlations for these measures are presented in
Table 48. As can be seen in this table, the predicted relationships
were strongly borne out for females. For females, the social desirabil-
ity and lie scales showed their highest correlations with the SRI-IH
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TABLE 48
CORRELATIONS OF SRI-III SUBSCALES WITH
^^EASURES OF DEFENSIVENESS
Marlowe--Crowne Social Eysenck
Desirability Scale Lie Scale
SRI—III Siib«;ralp<? males females males females
Global Self-Esteem .59 .49 .41 .22
ComDe tence
.26 .45 .22 .21
Lovability .28 .41 .33 .20
Likability .34 .49 .25 .29
Self-Control .54 .47 .37 .35
Personal Power .28 .41 .19 .14
Moral Self-Approval .62 .41 .39 .31
Body Appearance .21 .26 .26 .15
Body Functioning .30 .42 .36 .11
Defens iveness .41 .77 .32 .49
Behavioral Organization .39 .46 .23 .38
Identity .64 .45 .36 .28
Note . Minimum number of subjects for each correlation are 29 males and
67 females. An _r value of .47 for males and .32 for females is
required to achieve significance at the .01 level.
defensiveness scale. With regard to the social desirability scale, the
convergent and discriminant validities were exceptionally strong. For
social desirability, all other correlations with the SRI-III subscales
were in the .40 to .50 range with the exception of the body appearance
subscale which was somewhat lower. Correlations between the lie scale
and the SRI-III subscales were substantially lower than was observed for
the social desirabilty scale.
The data with regard to males was much less encouraging with re-
gard to validity. For the social desirability scale, four SRI-III
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subscales had higher correlations with social desirabilty than did the
SRI-III defensiveness subscale. The situation with regard to the Lie
scale was even less encouraging as six subscales of the SRI-III showed
higher correlations with the lie scale than the correlation obtained for
the SRI-III defensiveness subscale. Furthermore, none of these correla-
tions was statistically significant at the .01 level.
In order to further examine the relationship between the SRI-III
defensiveness subscale and the social desirability scale, data were ob-
tained from another study in which the SRI-III and flarlowe-Crowne social
desirabilty scales were employed (Losco, Note 1). In this study data
were obtained for thirty-one males and sixty-eight females who had
filled out both of these scales. The observed correlations between
SRI-III defensiveness subscale and the Marlowe-Crowne social desirabilty
scale were .77 for males and .74 for females.
The data from the Losco study are thus more encouraging with re-
gard to the convergent validity of the SRI-III defensiveness subscale.
It may be that the male sample in the present study is somehow unique in
its low correlation between the SRI-III defensiveness scale and the
Marlowe-Crowne. The small number of male subjects in the present study
makes it possible for the data from only a few subjects to drastically
distort any given correlation. Further research will be required to
assess whether the negative findings with regard to the SRI-III defen-
siveness subscale are unique to the present sample or suggestive of a
general weakness of the SRI-III defensiveness subscale for male sub-
jects.
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Summary. A brief summary of the major findings with regard to the
selected personality measures should be helpful at this point. In gen-
eral, rather broad and consistent support for the convergent and dis-
criminant validity of several SRI-III subscales was demonstrated in the
correlations with the selected personality variables. The nature of the
personality variables chosen was reflected in the fact that most of the
predicted relationships involved the global self-esteem subscale of the
SRI-III. The global self-esteem subscale was found to show either the
highest or nearly the highest correlation of any of the SRI-III sub-
scales with the following selected personality scales: global self-
esteem (Rosenberg, Eagly scales) generalized expectancy of success, de-
pression, anxiety, conflict over the expression of hostility and neuro-
ticism. The only clear failure of prediction was concerned with the
expression of hostility scale and the reasons for this failure will be
examined shortly. Discriminant validity for this subscale was demon-
strated by its very low correlation with the extraversion scale. While
the discriminant validity of the global subscale was not perfect in re-
lation to other SRI-III subscales, it nevertheless was always at least
among the highest correlations with other personality variables reflec-
tive of broad aspects of psychological functioning. Such "near misses"
in terms of discriminativeness when they occur do not necessarily cast
into serious doubt the validity of the global self-esteem subscale.
Predictions with regard to the moral self-approval subscale were
less consistently supported than was the case with global self-esteem.
Two relationships were predicted for the moral self-approval subscale
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involving negative correlations with scales measuring depression and
hostility. The predicted relationship with depression was obtained for
males but not for females. With regard to the hostility variables, two
of four predicted correlations were obtained. The results in general
for the moral self-approval subscale would best be described as "mixed"
with some of the inconsistency being tied to sex differences in the pat-
terns of association with moral self-approval.
Reasonably strong convergent and discriminant validity were demon-
strated for the body functioning and body appearance subscales. These
scales were generally only minimally related to the broad personality
variables (anxiety, depression, etc.) with the exception of their mod-
erately strong relationships with the Rosenberg and Eagly global self-
esteem measures. The predicted correlations of these subscales with the
body cathexis scale were not perfectly supported by the data. A some-
what more complicated analysis of the results suggested that these two
"body oriented" subscales of the SRI-III were related to body cathexis
in terms of two patterns. The first pattern involved body functioning,
self discipline and competence being linked to overall body feelings.
This pattern was most clearly observed for males, and is most likely
mediated by involvement in athletics. The second pattern of correla-
tions involved appearance, likability and lovability and was probably
mediated by way of social evaluations of attractiveness. Females exhib-
ited a pattern of correlations which suggested the presence of both of
the above patterns.
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Predicted correlations for the likability and lovability subscales
with the hostility scales received moderate support. All correlations
were in the expected negative direction, but with regard to the expres-
sion of hostility measure only females' scores on the likability sub-
scale were significantly related to the expression of hostility (in a
negative direction). With regard to the conflict over hostility scale,
males' scores on the lovability subscales and females' scores on the
likability scale showed the predicted highly negative correlation.
Females' scores on the lovability subscale and males' scores on the
likability subscale exhibited only moderate (albeit significant) nega-
tive correlations.
Predicted correlations between the defensiveness subscale of the
SRI-III and the social desirability and lie scales received strong sup-
port only for female subjects. Additional data from another study
(Losco, Note 1) suggested that the failure of prediction for male
subjects may have been somehow unique to the present study. Losco
obtained a strong positive correlation between scores on the SRI-III
defensiveness subscale and the Crowne-Marlowe social desirability scale
for her male subjects. Further research will be required with larger
samples of male subjects in order to establish the validity of the
defensiveness subscale.
The competence and identity subscales of the SRI-III were observed
to exhibit a number of unexpectedly strong correlations with several of
the broadly defined personality variables examined in this section.
Both of these subscales exhibited strong correlations with the following
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scales: Rosenberg and Eagly global self-esteem subscales, generalized
expectancy of success, depression (negative correlation), anxiety (nega-
tive correlation), conflict over hostility, neuroticisra, body cathexis
(only for the competence subscale), and social desirability (only for
the identity subscale, male subjects). The breadth of the definitions
of the competence and identity subscales and the psychological central-
ity of the issues dealt with by these subscales can account for the
presence of such a broad net of strong relationships with these other
broadly defined measures of psychological functioning.
Other unpredicted correlations were occasionally obtained for the
self control, personal power and behavioral organization subscales.
These subscales tended to exhibit moderately strong relationships with
most of the broadly defined personality scales examined in this section.
One rather provocative and unexpected finding involved the hostil-
ity scales. It was found that feelings of self-esteem on most of the
SRI-III subscales were essentially unrelated to the frequency with which
hostile feelings were actually expressed. What mattered, however, in
terms of self-esteem, involved subjects' reported inner conflict over
the expression of hostility. Two possible explanations for this pattern
of results seem promising. First, it may be that low self-esteem indi-
viduals may express the same level of hostility as do high self-esteem
individuals, but they may express this hostility in more unproductive
and self-defeating ways (e.g., by withdrawal, indirect hostility, moodi-
ness, etc.). Their resultant conflict over the expression of hostility
can thus be seen as rather realistic in terras of the self-defeating ways
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in which they go about expressing their hostility. A second explanation
involves the possibility that it is at the level of subjective interpre-
tation rather than at the level of actual behavior that the self-esteem
groups differ. This explanation would suggest that the self-esteem
groups do not differ in either degree or manner of hostility expression,
but rather that low self-esteem individuals believe that to express
their hostile feelings is unacceptable and therefore they end up feeling
conflicted about these feelings.
The two above explanations of the relationship between conflict
over the expression of hostility and self-esteem would certainly have
different repercussions in terms of how one would go about counseling
someone with low self-esteem and conflicts ssurrounding the expression
of hostility (a pattern frequently seen in depressives) . The first ex-
planation would suggest a behavior modification type of program to teach
the person more effective ways of asserting him or herself. The second
explanation would suggest the usefulness of a process whereby the indi-
vidual might examine his or her underlying self-postulates about the ex-
pression of hostility. Further research into these two explanations
should prove quite interesting.
The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey . The correlations of the
SRI-III subscales with the Guilford-Zimmerman subscales are presented in
Table 49. Results pertaining to each SRI-III subscale will be considerd
separately in light of the predicted relationships.
(1) Global self-esteem . It was predicted that the global self-
esteem subscale would show the highest correlation with the Guilford-
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TABLE 49
CORRELATIONS OF SRI-III SUBSCALES WITH
GUILFORD-ZIMMERMAN SCALES
Guilford-Zimraerraan Scales
SRI-III
Subscales (1) (2) (3) (4) ( 5 \^ / <' 7 ^ \o ) ( ^C\\C 10
;
Global .44 .04 .43 . 29 .57 .41 9 S
. Z O
Self—Es teem .46 .29 . 70 . 58 61 0 o
, LL .Li
Competence .29 .15 .21 -.08 .28 . 51 04 97 1 Q A Q
.44 .26 .62 .51 .54 .28 08 9ft
. ^ o 9 A• ZD
Lovability -.01 -.08
.37 .34 . 28 -48 - on — HQ
. ID
.32 .00 .44 .58 .52 .31 - 02 1 Q 1 1
. i i
Likability .08 -.26 .45 .36 .46 .55 -. 29 -. 10 00 9 1
.36 .00 .53 .68 . 52 .46 .04 1 9 24
Self-Control .33 .35 .07 .07 54
. HJ.
.47 .40 .46 .34 .53 .32 .00 .21 .04 .26
Personal .33 -.40 67 .45 .38 .48 -.27 -.16 .01 .34
Power .44 .16 .77 .58 .42 .27 -.20 .36 .06 .19
Moral Self- -.14 .13 .30 .07 .34 .42 .17 .07 .31 .05
Approval .08 .18 .12 .22 .50 .37 .06 .04 .29 .03
Body .27 -.25 .80 .51 .30 .42 -.29 .16 .11 .28
Appearance .34 .16 .61 .46 .55 .38 -.01 .22 .16 .26
Body .51 -.10 .40 .38 .20 .21 -.36 .37 .05 .28
Functioning .62 .05 .56 .52 .40 .16 -.19 .08 .11 .22
Defens iveness .01 .14 .18 .25 .39 .44 .56 .06 .25 -.04
.19 .08 .14 .33 .38 .43 .57 -.09 .32 .13
Behavioral .30 .11 .23 .05 .38 .45 .00 .24 .35 .23
Organization .27 .24 .27 .20 .25 .08 -.11 .14 -.09 -.08
Identity .37 .20 .35 .38 .48 .34 -.09 .41 .42 -.05
.38 .26 .49 .47 .59 .41 -.09 .04 .39 .13
Note . Numbers in parentheses refer to the following Guilford-Zimrae rman
Scales: (1) General activity, (2) Restraint, (3) Ascendance,
(4) Sociability, (5) Emotional Stability, (6) Objectivity,
(7) Friendliness, (8) Thoughtfulness, (9) Personal Relations,
(10) Masculinity. Correlations in the top of each row are for
males (N=29) and in the bottom of each row are for females
(N=70). An £ value for .47 for males and .31 for females is
required for significance at the .01 level.
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Zimmerman emotional stability scale and would also show moderately high
correlations with the objectivity and personal relations scales. As can
be seen in Table 49 the prediction with regard to the emotional stabil-
ity scale was upheld for males. For females the global self-esteem by
emotional stability correlation was the second highest, following the
global self-esteem by ascendance correlation. The predicted correla-
tions of global self-esteem with regard to objectivity were upheld for
both males and females, although for males the predicted correlation was
only significant at the .05 level. The predicted relationship of global
self-esteem and personal relations was not obtained.
Three unexpected moderately strong correlations were observed be-
tween the global self-esteem subscale and the Guilford-Zimmerman Scales.
The first of these has already been noted
—
global self-esteem was very
strongly related to ascendance for females and marginally related to
ascendance for males. A second unexpected finding was that, for fe-
males, global self-esteem was rather strongly related to sociability.
Finally, marginally significant correlations were observed for both
males and females between the global self-esteem subscale and the
Guilford-Zimraerman generalized activity scale. While the patterns noted
above of correlations for males and females were somewhat different,
there were no statistically significant differences between the male and
female correlations.
High scores on the SRI-III global self-esteem subscale, then, was
for both sexes positively related to the Guilford-Zimraerman measures of
emotional stability, ascendance, high activity levle, and objectivity
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(vs. hypersensitivity). For females strong positive relationships were
also observed between global self-esteem and sociability (vs. shyness,
avoidance of social activities).
(2) Competence . No specific predictions were made concerning the
relationship between competence and the Gull ford-Zimmerman. As can be
seen in Table 49 a rather different set of correlations was obtained for
males and females. For males, competence showed moderately strong posi-
tive correlations with objectivity and masculinity. For females, compe-
tence showed moderately strong positive correlations with ascendance,
emotional stability and sociability. Only the correlations between com-
petence and sociability were significantly different for males and fe-
males (Z^=-2.17, p<.05, two tailed).
The pattern of correlations suggests that for males, competence is
associated with a thick-skinned, tough orientation with a preference for
traditional masculine interests and inhibitions of feelings. For fe-
males, competence is associated with leadership habits, sociability,
emotional stability and a high activity level. These trends suggest a
"traditional" individualistic male orientation to competence while, for
females, competence is more socially oriented and includes a persuasive
and emotionally secure stance with regard to others.
(3) Lovability . It was predicted that lovabilty would be most
strongly correlated with the Guilford-Zimmerman emotional stability and
sociability scales. As can be seen in Table 49, these correlations are
in the predicted direction, although only for females are the correla-
tions statistically significant. For both sexes lovability was at least
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marginally related to ascendance and to objectivity. There were no
statistically significant sex differences for any of the observed cor-
relations.
For females, then, support was obtained for the predicted links
between lovability and sociability and emotional stabililty. For males
these links were not found to be statistically significant. Lovability
was also found to be marginally related (for both sexes) to a "thick-
skinned," vs. hypersensitive orientation and to the presence of leader-
ship habits and comfort with asserting oneself in social situations.
(4) Likability . It was predicted that likability would be posi-
tively correlated with the following Guilford-Zimmerman subscales:
sociability, emotional stability and personal relations. As can be seen
in Table 49, the predicted relationships were at least marginally sig-
nificant for the sociability and emotional stabilty scales of the
Guilford-Zimmerman, but were not significant for the personal relations
scale. In addition, significant positive correlations for both sexes
were obtained between the likability subscale and the ascendance and ob-
jectivity scales of the Guilford-Zimmerman. None of the correlations
between likability and the Guilford-Zimmerman scales exhibited signifi-
cant sex differences.
Likability, then, was for both sexes associated with emotional
stability, leadership tendencies, sociability and the absence of any
hypersensitive anxiety over the attitudes of others.
(5) Self-Control . It was predicted that the self-control subscale
would show highly positive correlations with the Guilford-Zimmerman
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restraint scale. As can be seen in Table 49, this prediction was only
partially borne out, with females showing a significant correlation for
these variables while males showed a nonsignificant trend in the pre-
dicted direction. Stronger and significant positive correlations were
observed for both sexes between self-control and emotional stability.
For females only, significant positive correlations with the self-
control subscale were also observed with the objectivity and personal
relations subscales.
In summary, mixed support was obtained for the predictions con-
cerning self-control. This subscale was moderately strongly related to
emotional staility and less consistently related to other Guilford-
Zimraerman scales. There were no significant sex differneces in the cor-
relations between the self control subscale and the Guil ford-Zimmerman
scales.
(6) Personal Power . It was predicted that the personal power sub-
scale would be highly correlated in a positive direction with the
Guilford-Ziramerraan ascendance scale. As can be seen in Table 49, this
prediction was very strongly borne out for both males and females.
Other more moderate positive correlations were found between personal
power and the following Guilford-Zimmerman scales: sociability (both
sexes), emotional stability (both sexes, male correlation only marginal-
ly significant), activity level (females only) and objectivity (males
only). One marginally significant sex difference was observed in the
correlation between personal power and restraint. For males a margin-
ally significant negative correlation was observed while for females a
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slight, but not significant, positive correlation was observed U=-2..47,
p<.05, two-tailed). For males, then, a tendency was observed for high
scores on personal power to be associated with an impulsive,
excitement-seeking orientation while for females a slight trend in the
opposite direction was observed.
In general, the results for the personal power subscale strongly
supported its validity. In addition to being strongly related to
ascendance, personal power was moderately related to sociability for
both sexes and to a "thick-skinned" indifference to others' criticality
(for males only).
(7) Moral self-approval . No predictions were made concerning the
relationship of moral self-approval and the Guil ford-Zimmerman. As can
be seen in Table 49, the only moderately strong correlation observed was
for females between moral self-approval and emotional stability. Fe-
males who rated themselves high in moral self-approval also rated them-
selves high in emotional stability.
(8) Body appearance . No predictions were made with regard to this
subscale. As can be seen in Table 49, two rather surprisingly strong
positive correlations were observed for both males and females. Sub-
jects rating themselves high in appearance also rated themselves high in
ascendance and sociability. For females a third moderately strong posi-
tive correlation was observed with emotional stability. No significant
sex differences were present in the correlations between body appearance
and the Guilford-Zimmerman scales.
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Feelings of body attractiveness, then, are quite highly related to
reports of leadership tendencies, speaking up in public, assertiveness
and sociability more generally.
(9) Body functioning . It was predicted that the body functioning
subscale would correlate most highly in a positive direction with the
general activity scale of the Guilford-Zimmerman. As can be seen in
Table 49 this prediction was strongly supported for both males and fe-
males. In addition, moderately strong positive correlations were also
obtained for females between body functioning and the ascendance and
sociability scales of the Guilford-Zimmerman. For males, these two cor-
relations were less strong, and only marginally significant.
Positive scores on the body functioning subscale, then, are asso-
ciated with a high activity-energy level and somewhat less strongly with
leadership and sociability tendencies.
(10) Defensiveness . No predictions were made on the defensiveness
subscale in relation to the Guilford-Zimmerman. As can be seen in Table
49 rather surprisingly strong positive correlations were obtained for
the defensiveness scale with the friendliness scale. Examination of the
definition of the "Friendliness" scale (Guilford-Zimmerman, 1949, p. 3)
suggests the explanation for this strong relationship. That is, the
"friendliness" scale is defined in terms of a willingness to tolerate
hostile action from others, an acceptance of others' domination vs. a
willingness to fight for oneself or desire to dominate others. It would
appear that the "friendliness" scale taps a tendency to defensively deny
normal experiences of anger when one is being attacked or dominated.
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Less strong, but statisitcally significant positive correlations
were also obtained for both sexes between the defensiveness subscale and
the objectivity and emotional stability subscales. The magnitude of
these correlations suggests that responses to the objectivity and emo-
tional stability scales are both slightly influenced by tendencies
toward defensive self-enhancement.
(11) Behavioral organization . No predictions were made for this
subscale in relation to the Guilford-Zimmerman scales. As can be seen
in Table 49 only two marginally significant corelations were obtained.
Scores on the behavioral organization subscale showed positive correla-
tions with the objectivity and emotional stability scales (for males
only). For males, then, being well organized is related to being re-
sistant to others' criticality and to feelings of emotional stability.
(12) Identity . It was predicted that the identity subscale would
show its highest correlation with the emotional stability subscale. As
can be seen in Table 49, the data confirmed this prediction for both
male and female subjects. Significant positive correlations were also
obtained for both sexes with the following Guilford-Zimmerman scales:
sociability, personal relations, activity level, and ascendance. For
males only, there was a significant positive correlation between iden-
tity and thoughtfulness.
For both sexes, then, having a clear sense of one's identity is
thus moderately related to emotional stability and at least slightly
related to comfort in social situations, tolerance of others, a high
activity level and leadership tendencies. For males only, a slight
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tendency was observed for identity to be associated with a reflective,
introspective orientation.
Summary
.
A brief summary of the correlations between the
Guilford-Zimraerman and the SRI-III should be helpful at this point. The
subscales from the Guil ford-Zimmerman which showed the greatest degree
of convergence with self-esteem were, in order of degree of convergence:
emotional stability, ascendance, and sociability. Together these three
subscales accounted for nearly all of the significant correlations with
the SRI-III. The objectivity scale was found to be related to several
areas of self-esteem for males only. Two Guilford-Zimmerman scales
showed quite clear convergence with one SRI-III subscale: activity
level with body functioning and friendliness with defensiveness . Two
Guilford-Zimmerman scales were found to be essentially unrelated to
self-esteem: thoughtfulness and personal relations. Finally, the re-
straint scale of the Guilford-Zimmerman showed very low correlations
with the SRI-III. In terms of its definition and its pattern of corre-
lations with the SRI-III, the restraint scale appears to primarily be
concerned with an Eysenck-type of extroversion-introversion variable.
There were seven SRI-III subscales for which predictions were made
with regard to correlations with the Gulford-Zimraennan. Of these seven
subscales, three subscales demonstrated strong convergent and discrim-
inant validity: personal power, body functioning and identity. Four
other subscales demonstrated substantial, though not perfect convergent
and discriminant validity: global self-esteem, lovability, likability
and self-control. For each of these subscales most of the predicted
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relationships with the relevant Guilford-Zimmerman scales were obtained,
but the SRI-III subscale had at least one failure to achieve convergent
and discriminant validity. These failures were most often observed in
data from male subjects.
In general, the results from the correlations of the SRI-III with
the Guilford-Zimraerman scales supported the validity of the SRI-III and
helped to clarify the meaning of several Guilford-Zimmerraan scales
(e.g., the restraint scale would appear to be more a measure of intro-
version vs. extroversion than of self-evaluation with regard to the
regulation and inhibition of behavior).
Personal background information . The SRI-III was examined in terms of
its relationship with specific aspects of subjects' background and cur-
rent functioning (see Appendix F for a copy of the "Personal Information
Form"). While the data on personal background are self-report in na-
ture, there is a distinct difference between these self-reports and
those discussed in previous sections. That is, data in this section
generally refer to reports about specific behaviors rather than the more
inferential types of self-report required to respond to the personality
inventories previously discussed. Block (1977) refers to the data in
the present section as T-data and refers to ordinary personality inven-
tories as S-data.
Data in this section were analyzed by constructing indices which
combined several specific personal background measures. Prior to being
combined into, indices all scores were transformed to Z^-scores. These
indices were evaluated with regard to their psychometric properties and
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were then correlated with the SRI-III subscales. Data from each of
these indices will be presented separately below.
(1) Achievement indices
. Two indices of achievement were con-
structed. The first index combined the following items:
high school class rank (self-report, item number 5, Personal Informa-
tion Form)
— GPA at the University of Massachusetts (self-report, item number 7,
Personal Inforamtion Form)
— SAT Verbal scores (self-report, item number El, page 8, Personal In-
formation Form)
— SAT Quantitative scores (self-report, item number E2, page 9, Per-
sonal Information Form)
— Actual scores on College Qualification Tests, Verbal achievement sub-
scale (Bennett et al., 1961).
A second index was identical to that above except that the CPAs
were adjusted to reflect the percentage of science credits that subjects
had completed. This adjustment was made by multiplying subjects' GPA
scores (item 7) by the following "percent science" index: number of
credits completed in science courses (item E4, page 9, Personal Informa-
tion Form) divided by total number of credits completed (item E3, page
9, Personal Information Form). The "adjusted" GPA, then, weights sub-
jects' GPAs in terms of the percent of science credits they have com-
pleted, with higher "adjusted GPAs" being associated with higher per-
centages of science courses. Correlations among these specific measures
are presented in Table 50. As can be seen in this table most of the ob-
served correlations are in the positive direction. Coefficient alpha
values for males were found to be .67 for the first 5-item index and .68
for the "adjusted" index which substituted "percent science adjusted
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TABLE 50
CORRELATIONS AMONG ITEMS USED TO CONSTRUCT
ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT INDICES
Items (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
( 1 J HTtyh QpVinnl r*1aGC ranlr\^/ o^l l\J \J ±. -La O o L cL lUV .48 . J / ,11 .00
(2) UMass—CPA .31 .21 .25 .07 .02
(3) SAT—Verbal .45 .24 .46 .76 .10
(4) SAT
—
Quantitative .29 .09 .09 .40 .13
(5) Verbal Achievement Test .50 .10 .57 .25 -.03
(6) CPA—adjusted by % of
science credits .33 -.05 .26 .34 -.08
GPA" for CPA. For females, the corresponding alpha values were .74 for
the 5-item index and .66 for the "adjusted" index.
The correlations for the two achievement indices with the SRI -III
subscales are presented in Table 51. As can be seen in this table the
predicted positive correlation between competence and achievement was
obtained for females, while only non-significant trends in the predicted
direction were observed for males. Comparisons between the correlations
obtained for males and females revealed no statistically significant
differences. The correlations obtained for males look slightly peculiar
as a number of unexpected negative correlation trends were obtained be-
tween the achievement indices and several of the SRI -III subscales. The
use of the adjusted achievement index slightly increased the correla-
tions with the competence scale for males and slightly decreased the
correlation for females.
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TABLE 51
CORRELATIONS OF SRI-III SUBSCALES WITH
INDICES OF ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT
Males Only Females Only
5-item Adjusted 5-item Adjusted
SRI-III Achievement Achievement Achievement Achievement
Subscales Index Index Index Index
Global Self-Esteem -.19 -.15
.17 .21
Competence .14 .31 .43** .39**
Lovability -.26 -.10 .07 .06
Likability -.20 -.26 -.09 .02
Self Control -.20 -.21 .14 .20
Personal Power -.23 -.06 .12 .25
Moral Self Approval .22 .20 .06 .23
Body Appearance .18 -.23 .02 .14
Body Functioning .33 -.27 .05 .17
Defens iveness .35 -.29 -.08 -.05
Behavioral
Organization .13 .06 .07 .05
Identity -.16 .00 -.01 .02
Note. Sample size for males was 24 for the 5-item achievement index and
21 for the adjusted achievement index. Sample size for females
was 57 for the 5-item achievement index and 53 for the adjusted
achievement index.
*r^ = significant at .05 level
**r = significant at .01 level
(2) Leadership index . This index combined two items which con-
cerned the number of leadership positions held in high school and the
number of leadership positions held in college (items 29 and 30 from the
Personal Information Form). The scores for- number of leadership posi-
tions held in college were adjusted for number of years in college by
dividing the number of positions held by the number of years in college
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(l=freshman, 2=sophomore, 3= junior, 4=senior). The correlations between
the high school and adjusted college leadership items were .36 for males
and .13 for females with corresponding alpha values of .53 and .22.
The correlations between the index of leadership positions and the
SRI -III subscales are reported in Table 52. As can be seen in this
table the predicted positive correlation between personal power and the
leadership index was obtained for both sexes, although only the female
correlation was statistically significant. While the magnitude of these
correlations was nearly identical, the difference in sample sizes
accounts for the fact that only the correlation for females is
TABLE 52
CORRELATIONS OF SRI-III SUBSCALES WITH LEADERSHIP INDEX
SRI-III Subscales Males Only Females Only
Global Self-Esteem .17 .14
Competence .37* .19
Lovabilty .24 .14
Likability .23 .08
Self-Control -.10 .30**
Personal Power .34 .37**
Moral Self-Approval .06 .27*
Body Appearance .12 .11
Body Functioning .15 .15
Defens ivenesss -.10 .05
Behavioral Organization .07 .16
Identity .18 .02
Note. Correlations are based on minimum samples of 30 males and
females.
*_r = significant at .05 level
**r = significant at .01 level
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statistically significant. For males only, the competence subscale was
significantly correlated with the leadership index. For females only,
the self-control and moral self-approval subscales were also signifi-
cantly correlated with the leadership index.
(3) Influence in most recent intimate relationship
. Subjects were
asked to report on several aspects of interpersonal influence in their
most recent intimate or "steady" relationship. Five items were combined
into an overall index of subjects' feelings of influence in this rela-
tionship. These items were concerned with:
— how often the subject felt he/she prevailed in conflict situations
(item 34, Personal Information Form)
— how often the subject felt he/she made the final decisions with re-
gard to the couple's planned activities (item 35, Personal Informa-
tion Form)
— how often the subject asserted him/herself when he/she did not like
something the partner said or did (item 36, Personal Information
Form)
— how often the subject was the one to suggest planned activities for
the couple (item 37, Personal Inforamt ion Form)
— how often the subject initiated intimate physical activities (item
38, Personal Information Form)
The correlations among these items are presented in Table 53. As
can be seen in this table, nearly all correlations are in the positive
direction, with average inter-item correlations of .20 for females and
.35 for males. The coefficient alpha values for this index were .73 for
males and .55 for females.
The correlations between the index of influence in an estimate re-
lationship and the SRI-III subscales are presented in Table 54. As can
be seen in this table, the pattern of correlations is quitr different
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TABLE 53
CORRELATIONS AMONG ITEMS USED TO CONSTRUCT INDEX OF
T MT7T ITTTMr'Tr T M INTIMATE RELATIONSHIP
T t" PTn <z (4) (5)
A.LCVclXX J.LL l^ULLLJwi.CU
situations .29
. Z5 .02 -.13
(2) Make the final decisions .31 .31 .46 .15
(3) Speak, up when dislike
something .35 .07 .27 .17
(4) Suggest ideas for things
to do .32 .63 .26 .19
(5) Initiate intimate physical
activities .14 .35 .59 .52
Note. Correlations to the left of the diagonal are for males, to the
right of the diagonal are for females. N=26 males, 68 females.
TABLE 54
CORRELATIONS OF SRI-III SUBSCALES WITH INDEX
OF INFLUENCE IN INTIMATE RELATIONSHIP
SRI-III Subscales Males Only Females Only
Global Self-Esteem .46* .22
Competence .43* .19
Lovability .48* .26*
Likability .49* -.18
Self-Control .25 .08
Personal Power .48* .10
Moral Self-Approval .34 -.26*
Body Appearance .27 .15
Body Functioning .09 -.03
Defens iveness -.28 -.23
Behavioral Organization .60** -.14
Identity .34 -.08
Note. Correlations are based on minimum samples of 26 males and 66
females.
*_r = significant at .05 level
**r = significant at .01 level
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for males and females. For males, the predicted positive correlation
between the power subscale and the influence index was observed. How-
ever, several other subscales exhibited positive correlations of the
same magnitude with the influence index as was observed for the power
subscale. These subscales included: likability, lovability,
,
global
self-esteem and competence. Furthermore, the behavioral organization
subscale exhibited the highest correlation with the influence index.
Thus, for males, the reported tendency to exert influence in a most re-
cent intimate relationship was related to being very organized, confi-
dent of one's love worthiness, feeling powerful, likable, competent and
generally good about oneself.
For females, only two correlations between the SRI -III subscales
and the index of influence were significant. Females who reported hav-
ing the most influence in their most recent relationship reported feel-
ing secure about their love worthiness but tended to report relatively
less positive feelings in the area of moral self-approval.
Significant sex differences were observed for the likability and
moral self-approval correlations with the index of influence. Males
exhibited a significant tendency for likabilty to be associated with
influence in an intimate relationship while females showed a non-
significant trend in the opposite direction U=2.95, p<.01). Males ex-
hibited a non-significant trend for moral self-approval being associated
with high scores on the influence index while females exhibited a sta-
tistically significant negative correlation with moral guilt being
associated with high scores on the influence index.
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For males, then, a broad range of areas of self-evaluation were
associated vrLth feeling that one had a large amount of direct influence
over intimate relationships. Feelings of power, likability, lovability,
competence and global self-esteem were all associated with a feeling of
strong influence over an intimate relationship. The vehicle, as it
were, for this influence is suggested by the very high correlation be-
tween behavioral organization and the influence index. Males who were
highly organized in their clarity about their day-to-day priorities
tended to report a large amount of influence over their partners.
For females, the relationship of self-esteem to the influence in-
dex was much more suggestive of a conflict over direct influence in an
intimate relationship. Females who felt secure in their feelings of
love worthiness reported more of a tendency to influence their partners.
However, the significant negative correlation between moral self-
approval and the influence index suggests that direct influence over in-
timate relationship was somewhat incompatible with feeling that "I'm a
good, moral, decent person." For females, then, self-esteem was less
closely linked to the influence index and linked in a manner suggestive
of some conflict over traditional values concerning being a "good"
woman.
Two explanations appear plausible to account for the observed sex
difference between the SRI-III and the influence index. First, It is
possible that the items included in the influnece index do not tap the
processes by which females effectively influence intimate relationships.
The fact that the reliability of this index was considerably lower for
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females than for males would tend to support this argument. Second, it
may be that traditional sex role socialization makes it difficult for
women to maintain their own self-esteem while exerting a strong and di-
rect influence over their partners in an intimate relationship. Many
sex role stereotypes exist which reinforce women for maintaining a less
overtly dominant role in intimate relationships. My own conclusion is
that elements of both of these arguments are correct. It appears that
direct influence over one's partner is less often self-esteem enhancing
for women than for men. However, this does not rule out the possibili-
ties that there are other less direct processes by which women influ-
ence their partners or that females are simply less willing to acknow-
ledge the power they wield in intimate relationships.
(4) Index of athletic involvement . This index was composed of
questions concerning subjects' involvement in high school and college
varsity sports programs and college intramural sports programs (items
39, 40, 41 of the Personal Information Form). A final question included
in this index was concerned with the number of hours per week subjects
engaged in physical exercise. The correlations among these items are
presented in Table 55. As can be seen in this table all correlations
are in the +.10 to +.40 range. The coefficient alpha values for the
athletic involvement index were .51 for males and .52 for females.
The correlations between the index of athletic involvement and the
SRI-III subscales are presented in Table 56. As can be seen in this
table strong support for both sexes was obtained for the predicted posi-
tive relationship between the body functioning subscale and the index of
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TABLE 55
CORRELATIONS AMONG ITEMS USED TO CONSTRUCT INDEX OF
ATHLETIC INVOLVEMENT
Items (1) (2) (3) (4)
(1) Involved in high school varsity sports .30 .28 .13
(2) Involved in college varsity sports .12 .27 .12
(3) Involved in college extramural sports .15 .22 .17
(4) Hours of exercise obtained per week .23 .39 .12
Note. Correlations to the left of the diagonal
right of the diagonal are for females.
are
N=30
for males
males, 78
,
to the
females.
TABLE 56
CORRELATIONS OF SRI-III SUBSCALES WITH INDEX
OF ATHLETIC INVOLVEMENT
SRI-III Subscales Males Only Females Only
Global Self-Esteera .35 .19
Competence .23 .17
Lovability .28 .01
Likability .18 -.01
Self-Control .17 .27*
Personal Power .27 .37**
Moral Self-Approval -.06 .16*
Body Appearance .33 .16
Body Functioning .57** .46**
Defens iveness -.09 .16
Behavioral Organization -.05 .11
Identity .39* .08
Note. Correlations are based on minimum samples of 30 males and 77
females.
*£ = significant at .05 level
**r = significant at .01 level
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athletic involvement. An additional significant correlation was ob-
served for males between the identity subscale and the index of athletic
involvement. Males with a clear sense of identity tended to report high
levels of athletic involvement. For females, additional significant
correlations with athletic involvement were observed for the personal
power and self-control subscales. Females who reported high levels of
athletic involvement evaluated themselves highly in the areas of per-
sonal power and self control.
(5) Index of self-control behavior . This index included items
which were concerned with the following areas:
— frequency of overeating per week (item 45, Personal Information
Form). Scores were reversed so that high numbers refer to low fre-
quencies.
— frequency of "getting high" on alcohol or drugs, per week (item 46,
Personal Information Form). Scores were reversed so that high num-
bers refer to low frequencies.
— discrepancy between actual and ideal number of hours of study per
week (items 47 and 48, Personal Information Form). Scores were com-
puted by subtracting the ideal from the actual number of hours. High
scores refer to actual hours of study equalling or exceeding ideal.
— discrepancy between actual and ideal weight (item F4, Personal Infor-
mation Form). Scored so that negative numbers refer to the number of
pounds a subject desires to lose.
The correlations among these measures are presented in Table 57.
As can be seen in this table all but one of the correlations are posi-
tive, with a range from -.02 to .32. The coefficient alpha values for
this index were .37 for males and .39 for females.
The correlations of the SRI-III subscales with the index of self
control behaviors are presented in Table 58. As can be seen in this
table, the predicted high correleations of the Self-Control Index with
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TABLE 57
CORRELATIONS AMONG ITEMS USED TO CONSTRUCT INDEX OF
SELF-CONTROL BEHAVIORS
Items (1) (2) (3) (4)
(1) Frequency of overeating .16 .20 .32
(2) Frequency of "getting high" .28 -.02 .17
(3) Actual vs. ideal number of hours of study .08 .11 .01
(A) Desired weight loss .12 .15 .03
Note . Correlations to the left of the diagonal are for males, to the
right of the diagonal are for females. N=29 males, 78 females.
TABLE 58
CORRELATIONS OF SRI-III SUBSCALES WITH INDEX
OF SELF-CONTROL BEHAVIORS
SRI-III Subscales Males Only Females Only
Global Self-Esteem .44* .12
Competence .05 .15
Lovability .24 .14
Likability .41* -.01
Self-Control .46** .60**
Personal Power .12 .14
Moral Self-Approval .00 .15
Body Appearance .40* .38**
Body Functioning .43* .38**
Defens iveness .45* .38**
Behavioral Organization -.24 .31**
Identity .29 .04
Note. Correlations are based on minimum samples of 29 males and 77
females which represents the smallest number of subjects on which
any of the above correlations are based
.
*r_ = significant at .05 level
**r = significant at .01 level
188
the self-control, body appearance, and body functioning subscales of the
SRI-III were all statistically significant for both males and females.
The correlation of .60 for females between the self-control subscale and
the index of self-control behaviors was particularly impressive, given
the relatively low reliability of this index.
In addition to the predicted correlations the index of self-
control behaviors was, for males, significantly correlated with the
global self-esteem and defensiveness subscales in a positive direction.
Some tendency toward defensive self-enhancement may thus be involved in
the observed correlations for males. For females, the behavioral organ-
ization subscale was al§o significantly correlated with the index of
self-control behaviors.
The results, then, very strongly support the convergent and dis-
criminant validity of the self-control, body functioning and body
appearance subscales.
Summary . Taken together, the results of the validity study re-
ported in this section rather strongly supported the convergent and dis-
criminant validity of the following SRI-III subscales: self-control,
body appearance, body functioning. Mixed support was obtained for the
competence and personal power subscales. The competence subscale was
adequately correlated with an index of academic achievement for females
but only marginally correlated for males. The personal power subscale
showed quite reasonable correlations with the index of leadership
positions for both sexes. However, the personal power subscale was
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correlated with an index of influence in intimate relationship only for
males.
An interesting sex difference was observed in the relationship be-
tween personal power and influence in intimate relationships. This
finding suggested a rather strong positive relationship for males be-
tween this index and several SRI-III subscales (power, likability, lova-
bility, global self-esteem, behavioral organization). For females a
less positive relationship was found betwween the SRI-III subscales and
the index of influence. A significant negative correlation was found
between moral self-approval and the influence index while a positive re-
lationship was found between lovability and this index. These results
were interpreted in two ways. First, the measure of influence in inti-
mate relationships may have been insensitive to ways in which females
exert power in intimate relationships. Second, and consistent with
arguments found in the sex-role stereotyping literature, it appears that
women may be less able to maintain self-esteem and directly assert them-
selves in intimate relationships. The observed correlations may be re-
flective of the conflict for women between direct expression of feel-
ings, desires, etc. and the maintenance of a "traditional" female sex
role. Future research might well examine the effect of various levels
of androgeny (e.g., Bern, 1974) on this relationship between self-esteem
and influence. Future research also should be directed at developing
more direct measures of the processes by which females (and males) exert
influence in intimate relationships.
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Non-self report measures
. Four indirect measures of subjects' behavior
were compiled and correlated with scores on the SRI -III. These indirect
measures were collected for all subjects who participated in the valid-
ity studies (N=100 males, 250 females).
(1) Signature size . At the beginning of the study subjects were
asked to sign their names on one side of an unlined 4" x 6" index card
and print their names on the opposite side of the card exactly as they
had signed them. Signature size was calculated by multiplying the
length of the signature by the height of the signature and dividing this
product by the number of letters in the name, following the procedure
employed by Zweigenhaft and Marlowe (1973).
The results of the correlations of signature size with the SRI -III
subscales are presented in Table 5 9. As can be seen in this table, as
predicted, the personal power subscale showed significant positive cor-
relations with signature size for both males and females. In addition,
for females only, signature size was correlated with the global self-
esteem, likability and body appearance subscales. Thus the prediction
that global self-esteem would be positive correlated with signature size
was upheld only for female subjects.
(2) Number of erasures . The number of erasures subjects made
while filling out the 230-itera SRI-III Inventory was calculated. It was
predicted that this measure would be negatively correlated with the be-
havioral organization index. The observed correlations failed to sup-
port this prediction. The only significant correlations occurred for
females between moral self-approval, body functioning and body
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TABLE 59
rORRFT ATTnM<? CW oKi—iii bUbbCALES WITH INDEX
QTr'MAnnTDC' ot^i?DiblNAiUKii biZh
tJL\.±, X JL J. O LI U OL. cdJ-CS Males Uniy Females Only
Global Self-Esteem
•
-LJ
n nm TiP t" p n r*oV^LU Lie UCilwC
• Uo .16*
TiOv;^Hi 1 1 t*v 09
•
.08
Likability
.22
.18
Self-Control
.00 m
Personal Power .23* .24**
Moral Self-Approval -.01
.05
Body Appearance -.02
.18*
Body Functioning .00 .08
Defens iveness .03 .08
Behavioral Organization .14 -. 12
Identity .14 .14
Note . Correlations and significance levels are based on subjects from
the validity studies sample (N=70 males, 165 females).
*_r = significant at .05 level
**jr = significant at .01 level
appearance vd.th number of erasures. These correlations were .23, .18,
and .13, respectively, which with d.f.=244 yield ^ values of .01, .01
and .05, respectively. There is no apparent explanation for these cor-
relations.
(3) Number of errors . The number of errors subjects made in fill-
ing out the index card and IBM sheets were noted. Errors included:
(1) failure to correctly sign name on the index card (e.g., forgot to
print name), (2) failure to fill in identifying information correctly on
IBM sheets (with one error counted for errors on each of the following
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bits of infomation: birthdate, sex and class). Scores on this index
showed a very restricted range (means = 0.35 errors for males, 0.37
errors for females with s.d.'s of 0.59 for both sexes).
It was predicted that the number of errors made would be negative"
ly correlated with the competence and behavioral organization subscales.
The observed correlations failed to support these predictions. The only
significant correlation observed was, for males only, between the lika-
bility subscale and the number of errors index (£=.29, d.f.=69, p<.05).
The meaning of this correlation is not readily apparent.
(4) Elapsed time in filling out the SRI-III . Finally, a measure
of the amount of time subjects took to complete the 230-item SRI-III was
examined. It was predicted that this measure would show negative corre-
lations with the behavioral organization subscale. The correlations be-
tween the elapsed time measure and the SRI-III subscales are reported in
Table 60. As can be seen in this table the predicted correlations were
observed for females, with males showing a non-significant trend in the
predicted direction.
For males, three subscales showed significant correlations with
the elapsed time measure: global self-esteem, competence, and lovabil-
ity. For females, in addition to the behavioral organization correla-
tion, three other subscales showed significant negative correlations
with the elapsed time measure: competence, self-control and personal
power. Thus competence was the only subscale which, for both sexes,
showed significant negative correlations with the elapsed time measure.
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TABLE 60
CORRELATIONS OF SRI-III SUBSCALES WITH ELAPSED
TIME IN FILLING OUT THE SRI-III
SRI-III Subscales Males Only Females Only
Global Self-Esteem -.25*
-.10
Competence -.25*
-.19**
Lovability -.25*
-.06
Likability -.20
-.06
Self-Control -.01 -.20**
Personal Power -.21 -.21**
Moral Self-Approval -.10 .03
Body Appearance -.21 .00
Body Functioning -.10 -.10
Defens iveness .14 -.02
Behavioral Organization -.20 -.25**
Identity -.12 -.10
Note . Correlations and significnce levels are based on subjects from
the validity studies sample (N=82 males, 197 females).
= significant at .05 level
**_r = significant at .01 level
One hypothesis about the relationship between SRI-III scores and
the elapsed time measure would be that the correlations are due to dif-
ficulties some subjects had in reading and understanding the items.
Presumably, subjects who have difficulty reading the items will both
take a long time to complete the inventory and tend to rate themselves
low in competence. To examine this hypothesis additional partial corre-
lations were computed for the sample of subjects for whom scores were
available on a verbal achievement test (Bennett et al. , 1961).
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The partial correlations between the SRI-III subscales and the
elapsed time measure are reported in Table 61. These correlations were
based on the smaller sample of subjects from the personal background
validity study. Data for these subjects were available concerning
verbal ability. The correlations in Table 61 have been adjusted to
partial out the effects of verbal achievement scores. As can be seen in
this table, removing the effects of verbal ability scores did not
TABLE 61
PARTIAL CORRELATIONSa OF SRI-III SUBSCALES WITH ELAPSED
TIME IN FILLING OUT THE SRI-III
SRI-III Subscales Males Only Females Only
Global Self-Esteem -.45*
-.12
Competence -.26 -.34**
Lovability -.43
-.10
Likability -.28
-.05
Self-Control -.21 -.27*
Personal Power -.36
-.19
Moral Self-Approval -.03 -.16
Body Appearance -.31 .09
Body Functioning -.16 -.16
Defensiveness .48* .06
Behavioral Organization -.46* -.33*
Identity -.21 -.10
Note . Correlations and significance levels are based on subjects from
the personal background validity study (N=20 males, 57 females).
^The effects of verbal ability as measured by the verbal achievement
test have been partialled out of the correlations reported in this
table.
*_r = significant at .05 level
**_£ = significant at .01 level
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eliminate the correlations between the SRI-III and elapsed time measure,
but rather substantially increased the magnitude of several of these
correlations.
After partialling out the effects of verbal ability scores, the
predicted negative correlation between behavioral organization and the
elapsed time measure was found to be significant for both sexes and was
found to be substantially larger in magnitude than was observed prior to
partialling out the effects of verbal ability scores. The only other
major effect of partialling out verbal ability scores was that for males
the partial correlation between defensiveness and the measure of elapsed
time was quite strong in a negative direction. Males who took a long
time to complete the SRI-III tended also to score quite high in defen-
siveness when the effects of verbal ability were partialled out.
Summary . In summary, the predicted relationships between signa-
ture size and self-esteem were obtained for females and partially ob-
tained for males. Larger signature sizes were significantly correlated
with high global self-esteem (females only), personal power (both
sexes), body appearance (females only) and competence (females only).
The magnitude of these relationships was relatively small as would be
expected for such an indirect, single-item, single occasion measure as
signature size (Epstein, 1979).
Two indirect measures (number of erasures, number of errors in
filling out the SRI-III) failed to show the predicted relationships with
the behavioral organization subscale. For one of these measures (number
of errors) the failure in prediction was due in large part to the lack
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of distribution in responses with nearly all of subjects' scores on the
error measure being "0" or "1." The failure to find the predicted re-
lationship with these measures calls into question the validity of these
indirect measures and/or the validity of the behavioral organization
subscale.
Finally, the measure of elapsed time in filling out the SRI-III
exhibited the predicted negative correlation with the behavioral organi-
zation subscale. This finding vjas strengthened when the effects of
verbal ability were partialled out. A second interesting finding was
observed when ability scores were partialled out and that was that, for
males defensiveness scores were strongly correlated (in a negative
direction) with the elapsed time measure. For males, then, a slow,
ruminative style in filling out the the SRI-III appears indicative of
defens iveness tendencies.
In general, the mixed results in the present section speak, to the
difficulty of constructing and validating nets of relationships between
the SRI-III and specific, indirect measures of various aspects of self-
esteem. It has been widely pointed out that the validation of behavior-
al criteria is necessary if meaningful predictions are to be made
(Block, 1977; Webb, Campbell, Schwartz and Sechrest, 1966). Valid
indirect criteria are particularly difficult to develop (Webb et al.,
1966). Considerable effort will be required to amass sufficiently valid
behavioral measures of self-esteem to allow elaboration of the relation-
ships among SRI-III subscales and discrete aspects of behavior. There
is much evidence to suggest that the most fruitful path to follow will
197
be to construct and validate multi-measure indices of behavior which can
then be related to broadly defined mesures such as the SRI-III (Eagly,
1980; Epstein, 1977, 1980; Fishbein and Ajzen, 1974; Block, 1977).
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
Construction of SRI-III Subscales
Judges' ratings were used to conceptually place items into cate-
gories which reflected the dimensions assessed by the SRI-III subscales.
Items were included only where unanimous agreement was achieved that the
item reflected one of the SRI-III subscales. These 20-item subscales
were reduced to approximately half their original length by item analy-
sis procedures which attempted to maximize the wi thin-scale reliabilty,
to maximize the discriminativeness among subscales, and to adequately
represent the content area specified by the subscale. Secondary cri-
teria in the item selection process included insuring an adequate range
of responses to the items, avoiding ceiling effects on subscales, bal-
ancing subscales for acquiescence response set and minimizing spurious
sex differences.
With one exception (the defensiveness subscale), the shortened
subscales had the following characteristics. Subscales were lO-items in
length and showed internal reliabilities of at least .80, and in most
cases .90 or greater, for both the original sample of subjects and a
cross-validational sample. Since it did not prove possible to only in-
clude items which showed higher correlations with their own subscale
than with any other subscale, this criterion was amended. The revised
criterion involved minimizing the number of items selected which showed
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higher correlations vd.th other subscales than with their own subscale.
Considering the correlations between items and the 20-item subscale
scores, only 3 items were included in the shortened subscales which
failed to show a higher correlation with its own subscale than with any
other subscale. Considering the correlations between items and the
shortened subscale scores, a larger number of items failed to meet the
discrimination criterion, but never more than one item per subscale con-
sistently failed to meet this criterion. Some of these "failures" with
regard to the discrimination criterion were accepted in order to main-
tain the conceptual focus on the various content areas covered by each
subscale. For example, a slight improvement in terms of the discrimina-
tion criterion could have been achieved by identifying the competence
subscale with intellectual competence. This was not acceptable, how-
ever, and so a slight number of failures in terms of the discrimination
criterion were accepted in order to maintain the broad definition of
competence which was desired conceptually.
One subscale, the defensiveness subscale, was somewhat more diffi-
cult to construct. This difficulty was brought about by the fact that
no combination of 10 items produced a reliability coefficient which came
close to the desired .80 criterion. As planned, items were then added
in order to achieve this criterion. The addition of 6 items brought the
observed reliability figures above the .80 criterion.
Special indices were constructed in order to detect subjects who
responded in an erratic manner to the SRI-III. The first index was con-
structed by selecting the item pairs within each of the nine sources of
200
self-esteem subscales which showed the highest between subjects corre-
lations with one another. One pair of items for each of these nine sub-
scales was thus selected which showed the highest correlation. The item
pairs with the next three highest correlations, regardless of subscale,
were then added to the final list of twelve item pairs. Within-subjects
correlations for scores across these twelve item pairs were then com-
puted separately for each subject. These correlations were the first
part of a two part index which was used to detect erratic subjects. The
problem with using low scores on the within-subjects correlations alone
as a measure of erratic response is that subjects may obtain a within-
subjects correlation of zero by responding to all item pairs in a con-
sistently neutral manner. A second measure was needed to assess the
variability of subjects' responses across these item pairs. The stan-
dard deviations across the "A" and "B" items for the twelve "A-B" item
pairs were used as this measure of variability across items. After
examination of frequency distributions of these indices, a dual criter-
ion was set for excluding subjects who responded in a manner defined as
"erratic." Subjects were excluded if two conditions were met:
(1) within-subjects reliability coefficients less than .60 and (2) stan-
dard deviations for both "A" and "B" items were .50 or greater. Appli-
cation of these somewhat conservative criteria resulted in the elimina-
tion of 5.6% of the entire sample of 646 subjects.
The usefulness of eliminating subjects defined as "erratic" was
demonstrated in the test-retest analysis. Subjects were tested twice on
the SRI-lII with a three month test-retest interval. Test-retest
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correlations were computed for both the entire sample of subjects and
for the reduced sample from which erratic subjects had been eliminated.
The test-retest reliabilities, particularly for subscales showing lower
reliabilities, were generally increased when erratic subjects were elim-
inated. For all but one of the subscales (moral self-approval), elimi-
nation of erratic subjects resulted in test-retest reliabilities of .80
or greater. The lower reliability of the moral self-approval subscale
(.70) is within acceptable limits. All subsequent analyses were con-
ducted with the reduced sample from which erratic subjects had been
eliminated.
In addition to demonstrating strong convergent reliabilities
across the test-retest interval, all subscales showed higher correla-
tions with themselves at retest than with any other subscale at retest.
This latter finding suggests some discriminant properties for these
subscales.
Separate percentile norms were established for males and females
after it was learned that significant sex differences were obtained for
total scores on eleven of the twelve subscales of the SRI-III. These
norms are considered appropriate only for the University of Massachu-
setts Psychology Department subject pool. Further work will be required
to establish more broadly applicable norms.
Correlational Analyses of SRI-III Subscales
The global self-esteem competence and identity subscales were
found to have the widest range of strongly positive correlations with
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other subscales. The subscales showing the lowest correlations with
other subscales were the moral self-approval and defensiveness sub-
scales. Most of the sources of self-esteem subscales (excluding global
self-esteem) exhibited correlations with one another in the .30 to .60
range.
Factor analyses of the correlations among subscale scores sug-
gested the presence of two interesting orthogonal factors. The first of
these factors included all of the sources of self-esteem except for
moral self-approval, with the global self-esteem subscale showing the
highest loading. The second factor included the following subscales:
moral self-approval, identity, self-control, defensiveness, behavioral
organization, global self-esteem (males only) and competence (females
only). The distinction between these two factors appears to be in terms
of the relative testabilty of the postulates included in each of these
factors. The first factor includes subscales which are readily tested
in interpersonal reality whereas the second factor includes subscales
which are mostly subject to self-evaluation rather than interpersonal
feedback. The defensiveness subscale represents perhaps most clearly
the insularity of self-evaluations which cannot withstand the test of
interpersonal reality.
Further analyses of these two factors are planned in order to es-
tablish the pattern of correlations these factors show with other meas-
ures of personality. If interesting results are obtained, scores on
each of these factors might become part of the summary of scores on the
SRI-III with appropriate norms developed, etc.
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Validity Studies
In this section the results of the validity studies will be sum-
marized with reference to each of the SRI-III subscales. Predicted re-
lationships will be described and the results summarized in terms of
these predictions and other unexpected findings of interest.
(1) Global self-esteem * With regard to the selected personality
variables, strong positive correlations were predicted with unidimen-
slonal measures of self-esteem, expectancy of success and body cathexis.
Strong negative correlations were predicted for the depression, anxiety,
hostility, and neuroticisim scales. These predictions were strongly
upheld except for the tendency to express hostility which was found to
be only marginally correlated with the global self-esteem subscale.
These findings were not always perfectly supported in the sense that the
global self-esteem subscale showed the only high correlation with a
given measure, but in all cases the global self-esteem subscale showed
at least one of the highest (if not the highest) correlation with these
measures.
The correlation of the global self-esteem subscale with the social
desirability scale was somewhat higher than would be desired, especially
for male subjects. This correlation is substantially higher than was
observed with regard to the defensiveness subscale of the SRI-III, or
with regard to the Eysenck Lie Scale, suggesting that the social desir-
ability scale may contain items which have higher loadings on self-
esteem than on defensiveness. Item analyses of the social desirabilty
scale are planned to consider this possibility. Discriminant validity
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for the global subscale (and all subsequent SRI-III subscales) was evi-
denced by the nonsignificant correlations with the Eysenck extraversion
scale.
It was predicted that the global self-esteem subscale would show
positive correlations with the following scales of the Guilford-
Zimmerman: emotional stability, objectivity and personal relations.
The predicted correlations were obtained for the emotional stability and
objectivity scales but not for the personal relations scale. Unexpect-
edly high correlations were obtained with the following scales: socia-
bility (females only), ascendance and general activity (both sexes).
In terms of the indices of personal background information no pre-
dictions were made. Moderately strong positive correlations were ob-
served for the global self-esteem subscale and the following indices:
influence in intimate relationships (males only), and self-control be-
haviors (males only).
In terms of the indirect measures, global self-esteem was expected
to be related to signature size and this positive correlation was ob-
tained for females. An unexpected finding for males concerned the sig-
nificant negative correlation found between global self-esteem and the
amount of time taken to complete the SRI-III. Correlations which par-
tialled out the effects due to verbal ability resulted in stronger cor-
relations between these two measures.
In general, the results strongly supported the validity of the
global self-esteem subscale and suggest that this measure is related to
a wide variety of aspects of psychological functioning. Discriminant
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validity for this subscale was demonstrated by its low correlations with
the extraversion scale and with several of the Guilford-Zimraerman scores
(e.g., friendliness).
(2) Competence
.
It was predicted that the competence subscale
would show high positive correlations with the global self-esteem
scales, and with the expectancy of success scale. These predictions
were upheld. In addition, the competence subscale exhibited a moderate-
ly strong positive correlation with the body cathexis scale and moder-
ately strong negative correlations with the depression, anxiety, con-
flict over the expression of hostility, and neuroticisra scales.
With regard to the Guilford-Zimmerman, it was predicted that the
competence subscale would be positively correlated with the objectivity
scale. This predicted relationship was obtained for males only. Sever-
al sex differences were observed in the correlations between the compe-
tence subscale and the Guilford-Zimmerman scales. These findings will
be summarized in a later section devoted to sex differences.
In terms of personal background indices, it was predicted that the
competence subscale would be strongly related to an index of academic
achievement. The predicted relationship was obtained for females, but
only a non-significant trend in the predicted direction was obtained for
males. The correlation between the competence subscale and the academic
achievement index was somewhat increased for males when college grades
were adjusted to reflect the percentage of science courses upon which
grades were based.
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Unexpected relationships were found (for males only) between the
competence subscale and scores on the leadership index and scores on the
index of influence in intimate relationships. Males high in self-
reported competence tended to report having held more leadership posi-
tions and having a strong influence over their intimate relationships.
No predictions were made in terms of correlations with indirect meas-
ures. It was found, however, that the competence subscale was posi-
tively correlated with signature size (for females) and negatively cor-
related with the amount of time taken to complete the SRI -III (both
sexes). This latter correlation became larger for both sexes when the
effects of verbal ability were removed by means of partial correlation.
Taken together, the results suggest a somewhat more broad pattern
of strong correlations than was expected for the competence subscale.
Competence scores were frequently observed to correlate as high or
higher than scores from the global self-esteem subscale with broadly de-
fined measures such as depression, anxiety or global self-esteem. The
present competence subscale, then, seems to tap a variable that has wide
repercussions for personality functioning.
(3) Lovability . The only prediction for the lovability subscale
with the selected personality measures involved a negative correlation
with measures of hostility. The predicted correlation was observed with
regard to the report of conflict over expression of hostility, but not
with regard to reports of the actual expression of hostility, which was
essentially unrelated to the lovability subscale. In addition to these
predicted relationships, moderately strong correlations (in the .40 to
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.60 range of magnitude) were observed for most of the selected person-
ality measures. Positive correlations were obtained with the global
self-esteem scales, expectancy of success and body cathexis. Somewhat
lower positive correlations were obtained with the measures of defen-
siveness. Negative correlations were obtained with the following
scales: defensiveness
,
depression, anxiety, and neuroticism.
It was predicted that the lovability subscale would show a highly
positive correlation with the emotional stability scale of the
Guil ford-Zimmerman survey. This prediction was strongly supported. Ad-
ditional Guil ford-Zimmerman scales which showed positive correlations
with the lovability subscale included the sociability and ascendance
scales.
No predictions were made for the lovablity subscale with regard to
the personal background indices. An unexpected positive correlation was
obtained with the index of influence in intimate relationships. This
finding, while not predicted, makes good sense psychologically. Sub-
jects who reported feeling secure in their love worthiness reported that
they were quite able to express their wishes and needs to a partner in
an intimate relationship, and that they were generally successful in
having these wishes and needs gratified.
The pattern of correlations for the lovability subscale suggest
that this subscale has just as broad a pattern of relationships with
various aspects of psychological fxmctioning as was observed for the
competence subscale. However, the magnitude of the correlations for the
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lovability subscale was generally smaller than was observed for the com-
petence subscale.
(4) Likability. The only predicted relationship with selected
personality scales for this subscale was in terms of negative correla-
tions with the measures of hostility. These predictions were generally
borne out although the results for females were more consistent with the
predictions than for males. Also, the results with regard to reports of
conflict over hostile feelings were stronger than the results for re-
ports of actual expression of hostility.
In addition to the predicted results with regard to selected per-
sonality scales, the likability subscale showed a pattern of correla-
tions quite similar to that observed above for the lovability subscale.
This is not at all surprising, given that these two subscales have a
common focus on interpersonal relationships. The magnitude of correla-
tions for the likabilty subscale (.40 to .75) was slightly higher than
was observed for the lovability subscale.
With regard to the Guilford-Zimraerman, it was predicted that the
likabilty subscale would show its highest correlation with the sociabil-
ity scale. This prediction was borne out strongly for females while for
males the correlation was in the predicted direction but not as high as
was observed with other Guilford-Zimraerraan scales. For both sexes, the
likability subscale was also positively related to the emotional stabil-
ity, ascendance, and objectivity scales of the Guilford-Zimmerraan.
No predictions were made with regard to the personal background
indices. The only significant correlations observed involved the index
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of influence in intimate relationships and the index of self-control be-
haviors. Both of these indices, for males only, were positively corre-
lated with the likability subscale.
(5) Self-control
.
No predictions were made with regard to this
subscale in relation to the selected personality scales. It was ob-
served that the self-control subscale showed moderately high correla-
tions (in the .30 to .60 range) with the following selected personality
scales. Positive correlations were exhibited with global self-esteem,
expectancy of success, body cathexis and the defensiveness scales.
Negative correlations were observed with regard to the following scales:
depression, anxiety, conflict over hostile feelings, tendency to ex-
press hostile feelings and neuroticism.
With regard to the Guilf o rd-Zimmerraan data, it was predicted that
the self-control subscale would correlate highest with the restraint
scale. The observed correlations were in the predicted direction and
were statistically significant for females but not for males. The mag-
nitude of the obtained correlations was smaller than was predicted.
Careful examination of the items included in the restraint scale sug-
gested that this scale is more oriented toward social introversion than
was expected. The limited support for the predictions was thus more
understandable in terms of the difference in meaning of these two vari-
ables. In addition to the predicted results, the self-control subscale
was also positively correlated with the emotional stability and objec-
tivity scales of the Guilford-Zimmerman.
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With regard to the personal background and indirect indices the
major prediction was that the self-control subscale would show highly
positive correlations with the measure of specific self-control behav-
iors. This prediction was strongly supported. It was also observed
that scores on the self-control subscale were positively correlated with
the index of leadership positions (for females), and the index of degree
of athletic involvement (for females). A negative correlation for
females was obtained with the amount of time taken to complete the
SRI-III.
(6) Personal power . No predictions were made with regard to cor-
relations with the selected personality measures. The pattern observed
with these measures was rather similar to that obtained for the self-
control subscale with three exceptions: (1) the personal power subscale
showed exceptionally high positive correlations with the Eagly self-
esteem scale; (2) the personal power subscale was not correlated with
the expression of hostility scale as was the self-control subscale; and
(3) the personal power subscale showed a much lower correlation with the
Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability and Eysenck Lie scales than did the
self-control subscale.
With regard to the Guil ford-Zimmerman, it was predicted that per-
sonal power would show the highest correlation with the ascendance
scale. This prediction was strongly upheld. Other Guil ford-Zimmerman
scales which showed significant positive correlations with personal
power for both sexes included the sociability and emotional stability
scales.
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With regard to the indices of personal background it was predicted
that the personal power subscale would show positive correlations with
the number of leadership positions held and with reports of influence in
an intimate relationship. The predicted relationship was observed with
regard to leadership positions index (for males the relationship was
marginally significant). However, only for males was the personal power
subscale related to influence in intimate relationships. The reasons
for this latter sex difference will be summarized separately in the
section on sex differences.
The personal power subscale was also found to be positively corre-
lated with athletic involvement (only marginally for males), signature
size, and negatively correlated with the length of time taken to com-
plete the SRI -III (only marginally significant for males).
(7) Moral self-approval . With regard to the selected personality
scales it was predicted that moral self-approval would be negatively
correlated with measures of hostility. The predicted relationships were
found both with regard to the inner conflict over hostility scale and
with regard to the expression of hostility scale. (This latter correla-
tion was not significant for males, but a trend in the predicted direc-
tion was found.)
Other correlations for the selected personality scales with the
moral self-approval subscale were generally in the .30 to .60 range with
males showing higher correlations with most selected personality scale
variables than for females. Exceptionally high negative correlations
were obtained with the depression and neuroticism scales (for males
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onJ.y). Also, for males, the moral self-approval scale had the most
highly positive correlations with the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability
and Eysenck Lie Scales suggesting that the moral self-approval subscale
may be tapping a defensiveness dimension, especially for males.
With regard to the Guilford-Zimmerraan, no predictions were made.
However, the moral self-approval subscale exhibited positive correla-
tions in the .30 to .50 range with the emotional stability, objectivity
and personal relations scales.
No predictions were made with regard to the personal background
and indirect indices. The only correlations obtained for the moral
self-approval subscale with these indices involved sex differences which
will be discussed shortly.
(8) Body appearance . It was predicted that the body appearance
subscale would be highly correlated with the body cathexis scale. This
prediction was borne out, and was especially strong for females.
The body appearance subscale was also moderately correlated (.45
to .60 range) in a positive direction with the global self-esteem meas-
ures. Correlations with other selected personality scales were in the
.20 to .50 range. Body appearance, then, except for its strong correla-
tions with global self-esteem, has a more restricted pattern of correla-
tions than has been the case with any other subscale discussed thus far.
This subscale is unique in terms of its strong correlation with global
self-esteem and its relative independence of other aspects of psycho-
logical functioning.
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No predictions with regard to the Guilford-Zimmerman were made for
the body appearance subscale. Moderately strong positive correlations
were observed with the Guilford-Zimmerman sociability scale and excep-
tionally strong correlations were obtained with the ascendance scale.
These results, while not predicted, make sense psychologically and point
to the frequently noted idea that physical attractiveness plays a major
role in influencing social relationships.
It was predicted that self-ratings of body appearnace would be
positively correlated with an index of specific self-control behaviors.
This predicted relationship was obtained for both sexes.
The only other significant correlation with the body appearance
subscale involved signature size. Females who rated themselves highly
In terms of appearance tended to have significantly larger signature
sizes.
(9) Body functioning . The predicted relationship between the body
functioning subscale and the body cathexis scale was upheld for both
males and females. In addition, this subscale was similar to the body
appearance scale in terms of its moderately strong relationship with
global self-esteem scales and its modest correlations with other meas-
ures of psychological functioning. Feelings about one's body (appear-
ance and functioning) are thus very much related to self-esteem and
relatively less related to other areas of psychological functioning
(e.g., anxiety, depression, neuroticism)
.
It was predicted that the body functioning subscale would show a
positive correlation with the general activity scale of the Guilford-
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Zimmerman. This prediction was strongly supported for both sexes. For
females only, body functioning also showed significant positive correla-
tions with ascendance and sociability.
It was predicted that the body functioning subscale would show
positive correlations with the index of involvement in athletic activ-
ities and of self-control behaviors. These predictions were strongly
upheld.
(10) Defensiveness . It was predicted that the defensiveness sub-
scale would show positive correlations with the Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirabilty and the Eysenck Lie scales. These predictions were strongly
supported for females and only marginally supported for males. Data ob-
tained from another study (Losco, Note 1) showed much higher correla-
tions between the defensiveness subscale and the Marlowe-Crowne Social
Desirability Scale. Thus it may be that the relatively low convergent
validity correlations for males in the present study were due to some
unique elements of the rather small sample of males in the present
study. Further validation work is thus in order for the defensiveness
scale for male subjects.
Correlations of the defensiveness subscale with other selected
personality scales were of .20 to .50 magnitude suggesting that a modest
amount of variance on these scales is accounted for by defensiveness
tendencies.
No predictions were made with regard to defensiveness in relation-
ship to the Guilford-Zimraerman. Rather strong positive correlations
were obtained between the defensiveness subscale and the friendliness
215
scale. After examination of the items comprising the friendliness scale
it was concluded that this Guilford-Zimmerman scale can best be de-
scribed as a measure of defensive tendencies to deny angry feelings when
one is being dominated. Other, more modest (.30 to .50) correlations
with the defensiveness subscale were obtained for the objectivity and
emotional stability scales, suggesting that responses to these scales
are somewhat influenced by defensiveness tendencies.
No correlations were predicted for the defensiveness subscale with
indices of personal background. The only significant correlation con-
cerned the index of self-control behavior which was significantly corre-
lated in a positive direction with the defensiveness subscale. Not sur-
prisingly, self-reports of eating habits, use of mind-altering drugs,
study habits and concerns over one's weight are somewhat influenced by
defensiveness. This finding, while not predicted, makes a lot of sense
psychologically and supports the construct validity of the defensiveness
subscale.
Finally, for males, the defensiveness subscale exhibited a rather
strong correlation with the amount of time taken to complete the SRI-III
(after partialling out effects of verbal ability). Males who took a
long time to complete the SRI-III tended to score high on the defensive-
ness subscale. Perseveration in response to the SRI-III thus may be in-
dicative of defensiveness in males.
(11) Behavioral organization . No predictions were made with re-
gard to the relationship between this subscale and the selected person-
ality variables. This subscale generally exhibited correlations in the
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.20 to .50 range with the following scales. Positive correlations were
exhibited with measures of global self-esteem, expectancy of success,
body cathexis and defensiveness. Negative correlations were obtained
for the measures of depression, anxiety, conflict over hostility, ex-
pression of hostility and neuroticisra.
No predictions were made with regard to the relationships between
the behavioral organization subscale and the Guilford-Zimmerman. Only
two significant correlations were obtained. For males, reports of being
organized were positively correlated with scores on the objectivity and
emotional stability scales of the Guilford-Zimmerman.
No predictions were made with regard to the relationship of this
subscale with indices of personal background. Two significant correla-
tions were observed. The first of these involved sex differences with
regard to the index of influence in intimate relationships. This find-
ing will be discussed in a later section concerned with sex differ-
ences. A second finding was that, for females, the index of self-
control behaviors was correlated in a positive direction with the be-
havioral organization subscale.
Finally, with regard to indirect measures, it was predicted that
the behavioral organization subscale would be negatively correlated with
the number of erasures and the number of errors made in filling out the
SRI-III and the length of time taken to complete the SRI-III. The pre-
dicted relationships with number of errors and the number of erasures
were not obtained. With regard to the number of errors measure, the
failure of prediction seems to be due to the lack of variability in this
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measure rendering it invalid. The predicted correlation with the amount
of time taken to complete the SRI-III was significant, and the magnitude
of this correlation was substantial when the effect of verbal ability
was partialled out. Because of the experimental nature of the behav-
ioral organization subscale, the present dissertation research was
oriented toward scale construction rather than validity analyses. There
is thus a need for further work, to better demonstrate the validity of
this subscale.
(12) Identity . With regard to selected personality variables it
was predicted that this subscale would be positively correlated with
global measures of self-esteem and negatively correlated with the
anxiety scale. These correlations were obtained and were very strong
(in the .60 to .80 range). In addition, strong correlations in the .50
to .80 range were obtained with all of the other selected personality
scales except for the following scales: expressed hositility, extrover-
sion, body cathexis, social desirability (females only), and the Eysenck
Lie scale.
With regard to the Guilford-Zimmerman it was predicted that
identity would show the highest correlation with emotional stability.
This prediction was upheld for both male and female subjects. In
addition, significant positive correlations were obtained with the
following scales: sociability, personal relations, activity level,
ascendance and thoughtfulness (males only).
No predictions were made with regard to the personal background
indices for the identity subscale. The only significant correlation
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obtained was with the index of athletic involvement (for males only).
Males who rated themselves high on the identity subscale tended also to
report a great deal of athletic involvement.
The only prediction with regard to the indirect measures was that
identity scores would show a negative correlation with number of era-
sures. This correlation was not obtained.
Overall, it would seem that the identity subscale is second only
to the global self-esteem and competence subscales in terms of the
breadth of its correlates. The only areas which are only marginally re-
lated to this subscale involve body-oriented measures. It is not sur-
prising, in retrospect, that such a broad pattern of correlations was
found. The identity subscale would appear to be as broadly defined as
the global self-esteem subscale. Theoretically, the identity subscale
deals with broad levels of integration within the self-system. This
integrative function is one of the five major functions of the self-
concept according to Epstein and has also been recognized as an es-
sential aspect of psychological functioning by ego analytic writers.
Further validational work is in order to better illustrate the
discriminant validity of this subscale (particularly in reference to
global self-esteem). For example, measures of certainty of career
choice might more relate to identity than to global self-esteem.
Summary . Overall, the validity studies were quite encouraging
with regard to the validity of nearly all of the SRI-III subscales.
Only with regard to the behavioral organization and defens iveness sub-
scales did the results call into question the validity of the SRI-III
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subscales. In all other cases, even when the precisely predicted pat-
tern of correlations were not obtained, the results were quite similar
to the predicted patterns and in almost all cases made good sense psy-
chologically. As Epstein recently noted in a personal communication:
"It is not reasonable to assume that you can anticipate everything!"
Sex Differences
While sex differences were not overwhelmingly frequent, a number
of such differences deserve comment. First, there was no differences in
the internal reliabilities of the SRI-III subscales as a function of
sex. Significant sex difference,s were observed, however, in total
scores on all SRI-III subscales except for the identity subscale. Males
scored higher than females on the following subscales: global self-
esteem, competence, self-control, personal power, body appearance and
body functioning. Females scored higher than males on these subscales:
lovability, likability, moral self-approval, defensiveness and be-
havioral organization. The observed differences, although statistically
significant, were only modest in absolute magnitude (at most, approxi-
mately one half of the standard deviation within each sex group).
Nevertheless, the observed differences suggest the presence of tradi-
tional sex-role stereotypes in subjects' reports of self-esteem with
males' self-esteem being higher overall, and higher in areas concerned
with effectance issues while females' self-esteem is higher in more
socially-oriented and inhibition-oriented areas.
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The presence of sex differences in total scores on the subscales
of the SRI-III led to the decision to construct separate norms for males
and females and to conduct all data analyses for males and females
separately.
Several sex differences were noted in the patterns of correlations
among SRI-III subscales. For males, scores on the self-control subscale
were more related to global self-esteem and to body appearance than was
the case for females. Females exhibited correlations among the SRI-III
subscales higher than males in the following ways: First, the compe-
tence subscale was more closely related to overall self-esteem and to
likability for females than for males. Competence feelings, then, are
somewhat more socially-oriented and more contribute to the overall
self-esteem of women than is the case for men. Second, females who
rated themselves high in competence, likability, body functioning and
behavioral organization also tended to score higher on the defensiveness
scale than was the case for males. Perhaps the pressures on today's
women to develop new integrations of their careers and their personal
lives result in somewhat more of a tendency to defensively enhance their
self-presentations in the above areas.
Considering the Guilford-Zimmerman results, a sex difference fur-
ther supported the notion developed above that the competence subscale
has a different meaning for males and females. For males, the compe-
tence scale was significantly correlated in a postive direction with the
Guilford-Zimmerman objectivity and masculinity scales. Self-ratings of
competence, then, were associated with descriptions of the self as
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tough-skinned, not sensitive to criticism, having traditional masculine
interests, and tending not to express inner feelings. For females, the
competence subscale was correlated in a positive direction with the
ascendance, sociability, emotional stability and general activity
scales. Females who described themselves as highly competent tended to
describe themselves as being leaders, successful in seeking social con-
tacts, emotionally secure, and highly active. These trends, along with
the earlier results for correlations among the SRI-III subscales, sug-
gest that the competence subscale for males refers to a tough, indivi-
dualistic, traditional orientation toward masculinity. For females,
competence is more socially-oriented and is associated with interper-
sonal leadership, sociability and an active, emotionally secure stance
with regard to others.
A final sex difference concerns the relationships between self-
esteem and influence in intimate relationships. For males, the be-
havioral organization, likability, personal power, lovability, global
self-esteem and competence subscales all exhibited positive correlations
in the .40 to .60 range with an index of subjects' reports of influence
in intimate relationships. For females, a small but significant posi-
tive correlation (.26) was found between the lovability subscale and the
influence index, and a small, but significant, negative correlation
(-.26) with the moral self-approval subscale was also found. These re-
sults suggest that for males the report of strong influence over inti-
mate relationships is highly syntonic with several aspects of self-
esteem, while for females the report of such influence is less syntonic
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with self-esteem and is associated with negative feelings about one's
"goodness" as a person. Two issues were raised in the interpretation of
this finding. First, it may be that these sex differences are due to
the insensitivity of the items in the index to the processes by which
females exert influence over relationships. Second, it may be that dif-
ferences exist only in the report of influence. Studies using direct
observational procedures would be required to assess whether the sex
differences in self-report would hold up in observations of actual be-
havior. At a minimum, the finding suggests that males' reports of
influence in intimate relationships have much stronger and more con-
sistently positive associations with self-esteem than is the case for
females.
Directions for Future Research
Several aspects of the present study will need to be amplified to
more fully validate the SRI-III. First, test-retest data with a larger
sample are being obtained in order to assess the reliability of males
and females separately. Second, the relationship between the SRI-III
defensiveness scale and other measures of defensiveness (e.g., the so-
cial desirability scale) needs to be clarified for male subjects. The
male subjects in the present study showed only minimal correlations be-
tween the SRI-III defensiveness subscale and the social desirability and
Eysenck Lie scales. Data from another study found the predicted rela-
tionship for males with the SRI-III and the Marlowe-Crowne Social De-
sirability scale (Losco, note 1).
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Further valldational work will be required which utilizes care-
fully developed behavioral indices of behavior. Care must be taken to
utilize valid behavioral criteria as these have usually been shown to be
the weak link in correlations between traits and behavior (Block, 197 7;
Epstein, 1979, 1980; O'Brien, 1978). In addition to employing valid
behavioral criteria, it will be necessary to keep in mind the generality
versus specificity of the behavioral criteria. As Fishbein and Ajzen
(1974) and Eagly (1980) have noted, measures which are at different
levels of generality cannot be expected to show high validity coeffi-
cients. This is why it will be necessary to examine indices of sets of
behavior rather than single items of behavior. It is expected that
indices of several conceptually and empirically related behaviors will
be more likely to show high validity coefficients with the rather
broadly defined SRI-III subscales.
It is planned to create a short version of the SRI-III which can
be used as either a unidimensional or two dimensional measure of overall
self-esteem. This scale would include items from the global self-esteem
scale and items from each of the other SRI-III sources of self-esteem
subscales. Items from the sources of self-esteem subscales would be
selected which showed the highest correlations with the global self-
esteem scale. Another possibly interesting variation in format might
follow a state-trait paradigm.
Eventually it will be desirable to compute item-based factor
analyses. In order to obtain sufficient samples to conduct these
analyses, attempts will be made to secure normative data from other
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investigators who are interested in using the SRI-III. These data will
be included in further normative efforts in addition to the planned
factor analyses.
Plans are being developed to administer the SRI-III to various
clinical groups, including neurotic adult clients at the University of
Massachusetts Psychological Services Center and adolescents at the Ado-
lescent Clinic of the Holyoke Hospital, Holyoke, Massachusetts. Predic-
tions will be made both in termr of clients' overall levels of self-
esteem, and in terms of the relationships between therapists' assessment
of the clients' functioning and the clients' scores on the SRI-III.
Finally, studies of interpersonal evaluation are planned in which
peer and judge ratings will be compared with subjects' self-evaluations.
In particular, it will be interesting to test the hypothesis that sub-
jects high on the defensiveness subscale will evidence less convergence
between their self-evaluations and others' evaluations of them than will
be the case for subjects who score low on the defensiveness subscale.
In the longer term, I see the most interesting research questions
evolving out of analyses of the ways in which individuals' self-
evaluations interface with social interaction processes (e.g., Raush,
1977). Feelings of self-esteem very much evolve from and in turn influ-
ence interpersonal transactions. Almost no research has been done to
explore the ways in which individual differences are manifest and trans-
formed in social interactions. Integrations of the individual-oriented
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and c eramunic ation-oriented (e.g., Haley, 1976; Watzlawick, Beavin and
Jackson, 1967) approaches to behavior represents an exciting conceptual
and empirical challenge to future clinicians and researchers.
FOOTNOTES
In addition to myself, Alice Eagly, Sy Epstein, Jean Losco and
Bonnie Strickland served as judges.
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APPENDIX A
First Version of Self-Report Inventory (SRI-I)
238
Fore EO-SE 2/15/73
Nace
Class
Age Sex Date
SE Self-recort Invar.torv
Please note how accurately the follo:ri.ng items describe you. Do not nark
this fom, but use the IKl sheet provided. Moke sure to use a soft lead r>encil
(#2 or less)
.
Work rapidly. First icpressions are as good as any. Use the folloving scale.
Conpletely Mainly Uncertain- Mainly Cocpletely
False False Neither True True True
nor False
1. I an not a very capable person.
2. I am quick to pick things up.
3. At tines I feel that I am no good at all.
k. 1 feel that I an a person of worth.
5. I have an inferiority complex.
6. I feel confident that I can handle any important problem I an faced with.
7. People respect me for my sense of right and wrong.
8. I an a great big nobody.
9. I give in too easily.
10. I regard myself as a highly ethical person.
11. I sonetines doubt that anyone who really mattered to ae could love me
the way I an.
12. I an a capable person.
13. Som.etines I wish I never had been bom.
\k, I an easily swayed by the opinion of others.
15, IIo one loves or cares about me.
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ii£ Self-report Invenzory For^i EO-S? 2/15, 1 i
Conpletely
False
MairJLy
False
Uncertain-
"leither True
nor False
Mainl;,'
True
Completely
True
16.
17.
18.
19.
20,
I often feel helpless.
I go out of ny way to please others "because I en afraid they von't like ne.
All in all, I'n quite satisfied with who I an.
I have (or an confident f.iat I sonietine will have) a close, warn relationship
with someone who understands ne.
I feel as if nothing I do is very good.
21. I an self-conscious.
22. I can take control of situations ^rtien it is necessary for ne to do so.
23. I tend to assune that people will not like ne.
2k. I understand things better than nost people.
25. I have little respect for nyself.
26. I have a generally high opinion of nyself.
27. I don't really care what happens to ne.
28. I can forcefully present ny views to others.
29. My values need straightening out.
30. I avoid tackling new problens because I an uncertain whether I will succeed
in solving then.
31. People who really know me tend to like ne.
32. I have a low opinion of nyself.
33. When I put my mind to something, I almost always succeed.
3U. I am an independent person.
35 . There are very few things that I can honestly sey I sn good at
.
36. I like the way I look.
37. I often feel ashened of nyself.
38. I am very sensitive to disapproval.
39. I have warm emotional relationships with others.
UO. I an not very good at getting people to do as I -Ish.
SE Self-report Inventory p^j^ EO-SE 2/15/7-'
Cocpletely Moinly Uncertain- Mainly Conple;;ely
^olse False Neither True True True
nor FcJ.se
hi. I frequently do things that I later feel guilty about..
1*2
.
I an no one . Nothing seems to be ae
.
1*3. I an bothered by the intensity of cy hostile feelings.
hU. By and Ic-rge, I feel I have control over cy own life.
^5. I an a weaic person.
1*6. I can be relied upon to ^ot things done.
kj . Most people like ne
.
U8. I like nyself.
I49. I have a low opinion of ny ac cor.pl i shnent s
.
50. I regard nyself as basically a strong person.
51. I have a fim sense of what is right and wrong, and act accordingly.
52. I have feelir^gs and inpulses that I en deeply ashened of.
53. I'n an easy person to like.
5" I'n an O.K. person.
55. I'n disappointed vhen I look into the nirror.
56. I feel that I have little influence over the things that happen to ne.
57. I have periods of depression.
58. I an well liked by the people who natter nost to ne.
59. I'n not a veiy likable person.
60. I often .'^el inccnpetent or inadequate.
61. Others often follow ny lead.
62. I an a happy person.
63. There are people who love ne very nuch.
6k. I an oxten afraid to say what I think.
65 . I TDanpcr ayself too nuch
.
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SE Self-report Inventory
Forr. EO-SE 2/I5/73
Conpletely Mainly Uncert-.ir.- Mairdy Conrletely
False FcLlsc- Neither Tr^ae Tr^e True
nor False
66. I tend to fall apart londer stress.
67. I feel good about nyself, who I ar: and what I 'a like.
68. I regard nyself as basically a good and decent person.
69. I sonetines
-vish I were someone else.
70. I an an innature
, selfisn person.
71. I an pleased with ny sense of values.
72. If I were really to be nyself, people wouldn't think well of ne.
73. I an not afraid to assert myself.
Ih. People tend not to take me seriously.
75. When people speak well of ne, I tend not to believe then.
76. I succeed at nost things I attenpt.
77. People like being with ne.
78. I an disorganized.
79. Self-control is no problen with ne.
80. I get very nervous when talking before a group.
81. It is inportant for ne to feel conpetent, that I understand and can deal
effectively with ny social and physical environnent
.
82. It is inportant for ne to feel povrerful, that I can influence or control
ny social and physicaJ. environnent.
83. It is important for ne to feel likable or lovable, that I cn liked by
others and/or loved by one or nore people vbc are inport^Jit to ne.
8U. It is inportant for ne to feel that I an a good or decent hTrtar. being,
that I an pleased vith ny values and generally act with ^ood intrnticns.
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APPENDIX B
Second Version of Self-Report Inventory (SRI-II) and
Scoring Key
Fom 1*975
Self-report Inventory
Please note how accurately the follo^rLnf? Itens describe you. Do not cark this
fom, but use the IBM sheet provided. Make sure to use a soft lead pencil {(12 or less).
Work rapidly. First impressions are as good as anv. Use the following scale.
1 I \ i 1 ^ I u I , I
Completely Mainly Uncertain or Mainly Conpletely
False False Neither True True True
nor False
1. I am quick to learn new things.
2. I have been endowed with a strong and healthy body.
3. My emotions rarely get out of hand.
h. I have always been courteous, even to people who have been disaprreeable to ne.
5. I have an inferiority complex.
6. I an well coordinated physically.
T. I can handle almost any important problem I an faced with.
8. I have never minded admitting that I don't know something.
9. I have more physical endurance than most.
10. I am a great big nobody.
11. I am not easily dominated by others.
12. I sometimes say things that are not completely true.
13. I regard myself as a highly ethical person.
ll+. I do not like the way I look.
15. I sometimes doubt that anyone who really mattered to ne could love ne the way I an
16. I have gossiped at times.
17. I am a capable person.
Self-report Inventory
1 I \ ^ 1,1.1, 1
Completely Mainly Uncertain or "ainly Conpletely
False False Neither True True True
nor False
18. I am bothered ty ny lack of self-control.
19- Nc one loves or cares about ne.
20. I have never felt that I was punished without cause.
21. I get physically run dovn easily.
22. All in all, I'm quite satisfied vith who I an.
23. I have (or an confident that sor.edav I will have) a close, war™ relationship
with soneone who understands ne
.
2U. I have never been irked when people expresse^J ideas very different fron my own.
25. I like the way I look.
26. I feel as if nothing I do is very Kood.
27. I often worry about ny physical heilth.
Zl, \Vhat others think of me does not bother r.e.
29. I tend to assune that people will not like ne.
30. I an not a well-coordinated person.
31. I have little respect for nyself.
32. I have never f'Slt like saying sorethinnr that would hurt soneone 's feelings.
33. I tend to be good at physical activities, such as dancing or sports.
3I4. I frequently do things that I later feel guilty about.
35. I give in to others too easily.
36. At elections I have sonetir.es voted for people about whon I know very little.
37. In general, I don't have to worry about r.y health.
Self-report Inventory
Conpletely Mainly Uncertain or :!ainly Corpletel'.
False False neither True True True
nor Fp.lse
38. '.^ values need straightening out.
39. I do not let people push around.
1*0. Ify table manners at home are as good as when I eat out in a restaurant.
1*1. I have a low opinion of ayself.
h2. When I put ny nind to sonething, I alr:ost always succeed.
1*3. I aic an independent person.
Uk. V.o natter who I'c talking to, I'n always a good listener.
1*5. There axe very few things that I can honestly say I ai: good at.
1*6. I'm not good at influencing people.
1*7. I lack firm guiding principles.
US. There have been tines when I have intensely disliked soneone.
1*9. I feel that I an a physically attractive person.
50. I ar. very sensitive to disapproval.
51. Self-control is no problen for me.
52 . I would rather win than lose in a gene
.
53. In general, I have a high opinion of r.vself
.
5l*. I am not a nice person.
55. I often feel worn out for no apparent reason.
56. I have almost never felt the urge to tell soneone off.
57. I an not a capable person.
58. I have at least as nuch self-control as cost people.
Self-report Inventory
1 1 ! 2 i 3 [ h 1 S 1
Conpletely Mainly Uncertain or Mainly Conipletely
False False Neither True True True
nor False
59. I an not very good at getting people to do as I wish.
60. ilost people like xe.
61. There have been tines when I was quite Jealous of the good fortune of others.
(•2
. I let too many people take advantage of .
63. I like nyself.
6U, ?1y inability to resist temptation is a source of concern for ne.
65. I have sometimes felt resentfiil about not getting ny way.
66. I sometimes worry about losing control of myself.
67. I have a firm sense of what is right and wrong, and act accordingly.
68. I feel that I am a person of worth.
69. I have sometimes felt like getting even, rather than forgivinp and forgetting.
TO. I'n an easy person to like.
71. I tend to be awkward in most physical activities.
72. I am lacking in will power.
73. I'n not a very likeable person.
7U. I often feel incompetent or inadequate.
75. I generally have a sense of physicil well-being.
76. I have sometimes been irritated by people asking favors of ne.
77. Others often follow my lead.
78. There are people who love ne vgvj much.
79. I am often afraid to say what I think.
80. I always practice what I preach.
Self-report Inventory
Completely Mainly Uncertain or Mainly Conpletely
False False Neither True True True
nor Fnlse
cl. I think I am a-: least as good looking as most peonle.
62. Self discipline is a probleii for r.e.
63. I feel good about myself, who I .in and what I'r. like.
£4. I'm always willing to admit it when I moke a mistake.
65. I regard myself as basically a good and decent person.
21. Controlling my emotions is not c problem for me.
£7. I become ill quite easily.
r3. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.
"?. I sometimes wish I were someone else.
T-. I do not have a clear sense of values.
ri. I have a lot of will power.
f2. I am pleased with my sense of values.
93. If I were really to be myself, people wouldn't think well of me.
S^. I often feel unattractive.
S^. I succeed at most things I atter.pt.
i -J. People like being with me.
Zl . 1 on ashamed of my physical appearance.
98. I tend to have a strong influence on people.
I have a firm set of values.
Scoring Key for Self-report Ir.ventor:.-
General self-esteer:
ge:: se-i-
22. All in all, IV. quite satisfied with who I am.
5?,. In general, I have a high opinion of nyself.
63. I like ro'self.
65, I feel that I am a person of worth.
??,
.
I feel eood about myself, who I ar. and what I'r. like.
GEM SE-
10. I an f; rreat hi,-" nobody.
31. - have little respect for ::.yself.
^1. '. havr- ii low opinion of nysfi;'.
r''. T E'^7:«'„i'-c;« virn Z were r-~:-e ;ie else.
'
.
~
'
'
".'or^- r-jr\iiy • he r.;-rf''f. r^-^r'io vr-i-in't thini--. well re.
^r.ve'- '.'cr .'el' : '-0I.'-control
3. emotions rarely pet out of hand.
51. Self-control is no probler. for me.
56. I nave at least as much self-control as most people.
86. Controllinc my emotions is not a problem for me.
91. I have a lot of will power.
POS-
18. I am bothered by m.y lack of self-control.
6i-
.
My inability to resist temptation is a source of concern for me.
66. I sometimes worry about losinr control of myself,
72. I ajn lacking in will power.
82. Self discipline is a problem for m.e.
Power over others
11. I am not easily dominated by others.
39. I do not let people push me n.- mnd.
hZ. I am an independent person.
T7 . Otners often follow ray lead
.
98. I tend to have a stronr influence on neople.
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POC-
35. I give in to others too easily.
U6, I'rn not good at influencinr people.
59. I a-'s not very e-ood at settinr people tc do as I wish.
6c. I let too many people tak.e a.ivantaee of me.
79. I a.-i often afraid to say what I think.
Li've.^tility
Li:->
2^. T have 'or a.'P. jonfident th.';t s.jmeday I vill have^ a clc?e. warm
relationship witr. romecne vhc 'understands ne
.
60. '':Ci;t T.eople like me.
70. I'm an easy person to like.
75. There are people who love ne very much.
96. People like being with n:e
.
LIK-
15. I sometimes doubt that anyone who really mattered to me could love me
the way I am.
19. Ho one loves or cares about r.\e.
29. 1 tend to assume that people will not like me.
50. I am very sensitive to disapproval.
72. I'm not a very likeable person.
Competence
COMP-t-
1. I am quick to learn new thinas.
7. I can nandle almost any ir.portant procleT:. I ar. faced with.
17. I am a capable person.
'T. '.-rhen I rut rr.y mind t'-) sonethin", I alrir-rt always succeed.
y , . T suf -ec'; at nior.t I'.iri''::, '. -tter.pt .
5. T have an inf"priori t:; roinflpy.
26. I feel as if nothin~ In i;-. vtry good.
I45. There are very few' things that I can htnestJy say . ar.
57. I ar. not a capable person.
"h
. I often feel incompetent or irrjiequate.
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Morality
M+
13. I regard nyself as a hi/rhly ethical person.
6T. I have a firr. sense of what is right and wrong, and act accordinf;ly
.
8^;. I regard myself as basically a good and decent person.
92. I aiT: pleased with my sense values.
99- - have a firm set values.
!'-
3'^ I frequently do things that 1 ; ater feel ;:uilty about.
36. ?'y values need stralchtenin'- out.
-7. I lacV. firm s^iidinr princirlet.
5^. I air. not a nice person.
90. I do not have a clear sense of values.
Body Imare
BI+ (health)
2. I have been endowed with a strong and healthy body.
37. In general, I don't have to worry about my health.
75. I frenerally have a sense of physical well-being.
BI- (health)
21. I get physically run down easily.
27. I often worry about my physical health.
87. I become ill quite easily.
BI+ (functioning)
c. T am well coordinated physically.
9. I have more physical endurance than most.
33. I tend to be pood at nhysical activities, such as dancinc or sports.
BI- (functioning)
30. T -an not a well—"oordi niten '^".rr.nn.
55. I often I'eel worn out for no iipparent reason.
71. I tend to be awkward in most physical activities.
El-*- (appearance)
25. I like the way I look.
I49. I feel that I am a physically attractive person.
81, I think I am at least as good lookinc as most people.
25 1
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'. 1.. not liy.e way T .o' .
7 3.T. a3n=ned cf r;.- rnysir?.; 3vrer
-J. I have always been courteous, even to people who have been disagreeable to me.
£. I have never minaed admitting that I don't know .something.
20. I have never felt that I was punished without cause.
2U
.
I have never been irked when people expressed ideas very different froT. my own,
32. I have never felt like sayinr sor.ething that would hur- someone's feelinss
.
liC. 'Ay table manners at home are as eood as wnen I eat out in a restaurant.
.
No matter who I'm talking to, T'n always a rood listener.
56. I have almost never felt the urre to tell soT.eone off.
3C. I always practice what I preach.
8-. I'm aJ-ways willing to adjniT; it when I make a -.istake.
12. I sometimes say things that are not completely true.
l6. I have gossiped at times.
36. At elections I nave sometimes voted for people about whom I know very little.
ij8. There have been times when I have intensely disliked someone.
52. I would rather win than lose in a rrame.
61. There have been times when I was quite Jealous of the good fortune of others.
65. I have sometimes felt resentful about not .-etting my way.
69. I have sometimes felt like retting even, rather than forgiving and forgetting.
T6. I have sometimes been irritated by people asking favors of me.
8£. There have been occasions when I cook advantare of someone.
Item Pairs for Internal Consistency
3. My emotions rarely get out of hand.
86. Controlling my emotions is not a problem for me.
6. I sun well coordinated physically.
33. I tend to be good at physiacal activities. s-::ch as dancine or sports.
lU . I do not like the way I look.
9U. I often feel unattractive.
25. I like the way I look.
I49. I feel that I am a physically attractive person.
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26. I feel as if nothing T do is very good.
lU
.
I often feel incompetent or inadequate.
31. I have little respect for mj'-self.
Ul, I have a- low opinion of myself.
35. I'^ values need straighteninr out.
9C. Z do not have a cleir renjeof values.
iic, I'm not good at influencinr people.
59. T a.Ti not very jood at gettinr people to do as I wish.
51. Self-cnr.trol is no prohJe™ fr r v.e
.
5£. I have at least as much self -control as most people.
53. Ii: general, I have a hifh opinion of nrfselT
.
83. I feel good about myself, who I am and vhat I'm like.
60.
TO.
V.ost people like me.
I'm an easy person to like.
APPENDIX C
Third Version of Self-Report Inventory
(SRI-III) —230 Item Version
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Self-Report InventoirT
^ Part A ; Please note hov accurately the follovins items describe you. ^?ark all of
your answers on the IBM sheet provided, do not nake any marks on this form, Ee sure to
use a soft lead pencil (/'2 or less).
VJork as quickly as you cein Trtthout making careless errors. It is best to rely on
first inpressions in answering each item. Use the follovring scale for your responses:
Completely tiainly Partly True "ainly Completely
False False and True True
Partly False
1. I an usually able to resist pressure from t^' friends.
2. There have been times when I felt reflected by neople vrith whom I would have liked
to be friends.
""^
3. I regard myself as someone who lives according to high moral standards.
ii. It is often hard for me to make up my mind about things because I don't really
know what I want.
5. I nearly always feel that I am physically attractive.
6. I am certain that I have the intelligence required to succeed in most einy type of
work.
7. I often fail to live up to my moral standards.
8. I am very well liked and pop\ilar.
9. I am bothered by feelings of incompetence or inferiority.
10. Most people like me when they first meet me.
11. In general, I know who I am and where I am headed in my life.
12. I nearly always feel that I am physically fit and healthy.
13. I frequently give in to the wishes of others rather than assert myself.
lU. I am not easily intimidated by others.
15. lio matter what the pressure, no one could ever force me to hurt another human being.
16. I often feel that I lack direction in my life—i.e., that I have no long-range
goals or plans.
IT. I am usually alot more comfortable being a follower than a leader.
18. I sometimes ^d.sh I were someone else.
19. I am almost always careful and neat in my work.
20. People usually find me to be an enjoyable and likable person in social situations.
Self-Report Inventory
1 1
-I-
Completelv Mainly Partly True Mainly Completely
False False and True True
Partly Fals^
21. My life often feels rather chaotic and disorpanized.
22. I nearly always finish Jobs on schedule.
23. I usually show alot of self-discipline and determination in the wrk I do (note:
including school work).
2h. I usually feel well coordinated when I am encaped in physical activities.
25. I sometimes have trouble saying "no" when people ask me for favors that I don't
want to provide.
26. On occasion, I have tried to find a way to avoid unnleasant responsibilities.
27. I have a clear sense of purpose and meaning \n iry life.
28. I take alot of pride in my physical appearance and the clothes I wear.
29. I usually feel very good about my self control when it comes to my eating and
drinking habits.
30. I often perform rather poorly in physical activities.
31. People who know me would describe me as an orderly, neat and well organized person.
32. I occasionally have doubts about whether I Trill succeed in life.
33. I often feel incompetent and inadequate.
On occasion, I have felt that people included me in their plans only because they
couldn't find anyone else.
35. There are alot of inconsistencies, and even contradictions, in the attitudes I
have about myself.
36. I usually feel very sure of myself and full of self confidence.
37. I an usually able to demonstrate my competence irhen I am beinp evaluated.
38. Mhen I look at myself in the mirror I am usucilly very pleased vrith the way I look.
39. I am usually free of inner conflict.
UQ. IIo matter who I'm teilkins to, I always try to be a good listener.
Ul. I usually feel that I am more intelligent than most college students.
h2. People often seem to ignore what I say.
U3. I usually do the decent and moral thinp, no matter what the temptation to do
otherwise
.
hk. I sometimes feel disappointed or rejected because my friends haven't included me
in their plans.
U5. I sometimes feel disappointed or displeased when I look at myself in the mirror.
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1 2 3 5
Completely-
False
Mainly
False
Partly True
and
Mainly
True
Completely
True
Partly False
U6. I almost always have a clear conscience concerning my sexual behavior.
U7. There are times when I doubt my sexual attractiveness.
l<3. I am certain that I have the capacity for maintaining a close love relationship.
U9. l-ftien I am in a position of leadership, I am usually able to gain the respect and
cooperation of those I am leading.
50. I nearly always feel that I am better physically coordinated than most people
(of my own age and sex).
51. life often feels chaotic and disorganized.
52. There have been times when I felt ashamed of-my physical appearance.
53. I often feel guilty about my sexual behavior.
5^. I sometimes worry about the amo\int of inner conflict that I experience.
55. I have nearly always felt accepted and appreciated for the person I am by a
speciELl loved one (i.e., boyfriend or girlfriend, husband or wife).
56. I feel that I have a very bright future ahead of me.
57. I feel that I possess superior skills or abilities in at least some areas.
58. I often feel a sense of physical vitality and well being.
59. I occasionally worry that in the future I may have a problem with controlling my
eating or drinking habits.
60. I sometimes have a poor opinion of myself.
61. I have trouble letting others know how much I care for and love them.
62. I frequently feel clumsy and uncoordinated.
63. There are times when I have doubts about my capacity for maintaining a close
love relationship.
6k. There have been times when I have felt like getting even with somebody for some-
thing they had done to me.
65. Sometimes it's hard for me to believe that the different aspects of my personality
can be part of the same person.
66. My body sometimes feels dull, lifeless and out of condition.
6T. Once I have considered an important decision thoroughly, I have little difficulty
making a final decision.
68. I act according to high moral standards when it comes to sexual matters.
69. I am very good about keeping track of what needs to be done on a day-to-day basis.
70. I have no problem with asserting myself.
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Completely
True
Completely
False
Mainly
False
Partly True
and
Partly False
Mainly
True
71. I have nearly always felt accepted and loved by my father (or father substitute).
72. I frequently feel disorganized and in a state of confusion.
73. I feel that I have alot of potential as a leader.
Ik. In times of uncertainty and self doubt, I have always been able to turn to my
family for encouragement and support.
75. I am the type of person who is always losing or misplacing things.
76. I sometimes feel that my family isn't as interested in my life as I would like
them to be,
77. There have been times when I felt that I didn't have any friends that I could
really count on.
78. I am more organized and efficient than most people.
79. The thought of shoplifting has never crossed my mind.
80. I usually keep a "cool head" and stay in control of myself in stressful situations.
81. I have never felt that I was punished unfairly.
82. I am usually able to keep my composure and self control, even when I am under
pressure
.
83. I think of myself as being a highly moral person.
8U. I sometimes fear that my life is falling apart.
85. My friends almost always make sure to include me in their plans.
86. I usxially feel that I am better looking than most people.
87. I feel that I don't have enough self discipline.
88. I sometimes feel that I am too readily influenced by what others think or do.
89. I am very confused about what I want out of life.
90. I frequently feel inadequate in terms of my intellectiial ability.
91. On occasion I have avoided dating situations because I feared rejection.
92. I sometimes feel nervous and tense.
93. I am usually able to learn new things very quickly.
9I*. I have occasionally felt that others were repelled or "put off" by my physical
95. I seldom experience much conflict between the different sides of my personality.
appearance.
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Completely
False
Mainly
False
Partly True
and
Partly False
Mainly
True
Completely
True
96. I occasional],y have had the feeling that I have "gone astray," and that I am
leading a sinful or immoral life.
97. I sometimes put off until tomorrow things I ought to do today.
98. I am sometimes concerned over my lack of self control.
99. I have nearly always felt accepted and loved by my mother (or mother substitute).
100. I am usually very pleased and satisfied with the way I look.
101. I often feel torn in different directions and unable to decide which way to go.
102. I often feel sluggish and out of shape.
103. There have been times when I intensely disliked someone.
\0h, I put myself down too much.
105. I am frequently late for appointments (or forget about them entirely).
1C6. I have often acted in ways that went against my moral values.
107. It hardly ever matters to me whether I win or lose in a game.
108. People nearly always enjoy spending time with me.
109. I generally feel optimistic about my future.
110. I make alot of careless mistakes.
111. I have often avoided certain situations because I lacked confidence in my ability.
112. There have been times when I have lied in order to get out of something.
113. There have been times when I have felt rejected by my family.
llU. I often expect to fail or be criticized when I am doing something that requires
115. I occasionally feel that no one really loves me and accepts me for the person I am,
116. I have almost never felt the virge to tell someone off.
117. All in all, I would evaluate myself as a relatively successful person at this
stage in my life.
118. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.
119. I tend to be careless and "error prone."
120. There have been a number of times when people made negative remarks about the
skill.
way I look.
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^
1
1
1Mainly Partly True Mainly Completely
False and True True
Partly False
121. I would describe myself as a very orderly and well-organized person.
122. I have never been tempted to respond to graffiti on bathroom walls.
123. There are times when I feel that my moral values need some straightening out.
12l». Most of the tine I feel that my body is very healthy and functioning well.
125. Most of the people I know are in better physical condition than I am.
126. I often give in to temptation and put off work on dlfflciolt tasks.
127. I nearly always have a highly positive opinion of myself.
128. I have difficulty maintaining my self control when I am under pressure.
129. I am nearly always able to stop myself from saying or doing things that I might
later regret.
130. I sometimes feel that I will be a failure in life unless I make some changes in
myself.
Self-Report Inventory
I
1-
Completely
False
Part B : In this section you are to describe how often you experience the thoughts
and feelings described in each item. Be sure to mark all your answers on the second IBM
sheet provided. Use the following scale for your responses
:
Almost Seldom Sometimes Fairly Very
Never or Often Often
Rarely
1. How often have you felt "put down" by your mother (or mother substitute)?
2. How often do you feel displeased with yourself for giving in to temptation and
putting off work that you need to do?
3. How often do you expect to perform well in situations that require alot of ability?
1*. How often do you feel confident that you have (or someday will have) a lasting
love relationship?
5. How often do you feel that others are attracted to you because of the way you look?
6. How often do members of your family have difficulty expressing their love for you?
T. How often do you feel dissatisfied with yourself?
8. How often do you feel awkward or ill at ease when people watch you doing something
physical (e.g., dancing, playing sports, etc.)?
9. How often are your table manners at home as good as when you are out at a
restaurant?
10. How often do your emotions get out of control when you are under stress or pressure?
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,
Almost Seldom Sometimes Fairly Verv
"•'^^^ °^ Often Often
Rarely
11. How often do you wish that you were more physically attractive?
12. How often do you feel dissatisfied with yourself because you have failed to liveup to your moral standards?
"''•cu x
13. How often do you feel proud of the way that you stay with a task until you complete
Ih. How often do you get upset with yourself because of your eating or drinking habits?
15. How often are you troubled by self doubts
7
16. How often do you feel a sense of vitality and pleasure over the way your body
functions in physical activities?
.
17. How often do you feel self-conscious or self
-critical about your physical
appearance?
18. How often do you feel that you are a very important and significant person?
19. Do you ever "stretch the truth" and say things that aren't completely true?
20. How often do you have trouble learning difficult new tasks?
21. When you are meeting a person for the first time, do you ever think that the person
might not like you?
22. How often do you have a clear conscience?
23. How often do you feel displeased with the way you look?
2k. How often are you pleased with yourself because of the amount of self discipline
and will power that you have?
25. How often do you feel self conscious or awkward while you are engaged in physical
activities^
26. How often do you feel that you are more successful than most people at controlling
your eating and drinking behavior?
27. How often are you complimented on your physiceLl appearance?
28. How often do you feel that you have very little leadership ability?
29. How often does your body perform exceptionally well in physical activities, such
as dancing or sports?
30. How often do you wish that you could have a higher opinion of your abilities or
competence?
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Almost
Never
Seldom
or
Rarely-
Sometime s Fairly
Often
Very
Often
31. How often do you have doubts about vhether you will succeed in life?
32. How often do you wish that you were in better physical condition?
33. How often do you feel uncertain ofyour moral values?
3U. How often do you feel really good about yourself?
35. How often do you feel that you are a highly competent and resourceful person?
36. How often are you able to exercise more self control than most of the people you
know?
37. How often do you feel that you can do well at almost anything you try?
38. In a group discussion, how often does it seem that people ignore your point of view?
39. Do you ever gossip?
Uo. How often do you feel able to openly express warm and loving feelings toward others?
Ul. How often do you feel pessimistic about your future?
U2. How often do you wish that you were more popular or better liked?
1*3. How often do you feel that your family takes a genuine interest in your life?
hk. How often do you feel in top physical condition?
1*5. How often have you felt "put down" by your father (or father substitute)?
U6. How often do you feel cliansy when you are involved in physical activities?
hi. How often do you feel proud of your religious or moral convictions?
1*8. How often do you feel that you eu:e well coordinated physically?
1*9. How often do you have a poor opinion of yourself?
50. How often do you lose when you get into arguments or disagreements with others?
51. How often do you feel that by your behavior you set a bad moral example for others?
52. How often do you feel highly satisfied with the future you see for yourself?
53. How often do you do things that you later feel ashamed or guilty about?
51*. How often does your body feel "out of sorts" or sluggish?
55. How often do you gladly accept criticism when it is deserved?
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Almost Seldom Sometimes Fairly Very
Never or Often Often
Rarely
56. How often do you (by your behavior) set a good moral example for others younaer than
yourself?
57. How often do you find it easy to express feelings of love and concern for loved ones?
58. How often do people follow through on advice you give them?
59. How often do you feel lacking in self confidence?
60. Have you ever felt alone and unloved?
61. When you are involved in group discussions, how often do you feel that your ideas
have a strong influence on others?
62. How often are you pleased with your sense of moral values?
63. Does it ever seem to you that some people dislike you intensely, that they
"can't stand" you?
6U. How often do you feel certain that people you meet will like you?
65. How often are you able to be assertive and forceful in situations where others
are trying to take advantage of you?
66. How often do you act in a way that is overly modest or overly self critical?
6T. How often do you feel that you are a sexually attractive person?
68. How often does it seem that people don't pay much attention to what you have to say
69. How often does it seem that most people like you and enjoy your company?
70. How often do you lose control of yourself and say or do things that you later
regret?
71. When you go out with someone for the first time, how often do you feel that you
are well-liked?
72. How often are you able to remain completely calm and relaxed when things don't
work out the way you want them to?
73. How often do you feel unattractive when you see yourself naked?
7U. Have you ever felt that you lack the intelligence needed to succeed in certain
types of interesting work?
75. How often do you have a strong influence on the attitudes and opinions of others?
Self-Report Inventory
Almost Seldom Sometimes Fairly Very
Never or Often Often
Rarely
T6. How often do you feel that you are one of the more popular and likable members
of your social group?
77. Have you ever felt irritated when someone asked you for a favor?
78. Have you ever felt Jenlouc of the good fortune of others?
79 . How often do you "take the easy way out '
:
80. How often do you have difficulty expressing your feelings of love toward others?
81. How often are you able to resist temptations and distractions in order to complete
tasks you are working on?
82. How often do people whom you love go out of their way to let you know how much
they care for you?
83. How often do you feel that you have superior intellectiial ability?
8h, How often do you enjoy having pictures taiken of you because you photograph so well?
65. How often do you approach new tasks with alot of confidence in your ability?
86. How often have you had feelings of shame or guilt over your sexual behavior?
87. How often do you feel uneasy when you are in a position of leadership?
88. How often do you wish that you looked like someone else?
89. How often have people disliked you when they first met you?
90. How often do you feel extremely good about yourself, about who you are and vhaX
you're like?
91. How often are you criticsLl of yourself for being unsure of yourself in social
situations?
92. How often do you approach new tasks or Jobs with pessimism, with the expectation
that you will fail?
93. How often do you feel that you are not as intelligent as you would like to be?
9U. Do you enjoy it when you are in a position of leadership?
95. How often do you enjoy having others watch you while you are engaged in physical
activities such as dancing or sports?
96. How often are you highly satisfied with yourself as the person you are?
97. How often ere you highly satisfied with your physical appearance?
98. How often do your friends go out of their way to include you in
activities?
99. How often is it hard for you to admit it when you have made a
mistake?
100. How often do you feel highly satisfied with the way you live up to
your moral
values?
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General or Gloh nl Sclf-csrcom
, -s t'O
^ ^ ^
POSITIVE - ^
A36. I usunlly feel very sure of myself and full of self confidence.
ASo. 1 feel that I linvc a very bright future ahead of me.
A109. I j;cnerally feel optimistic about my future.
A1I7. All in all, I would evaluate myself as a relatively successful person
at this stage in my life.
A127. I nearly always have a highly positive opinion of myself.
How often do you feel tliat you are a very important and significant ^
person? — ^
B54. How often do you feel really good about yourself?
B52. How often do you feel highly satisfied with the future you see for
yoursel f
?
llok often do you feci extremely goad, about yourself, about who you are
ami what you're like?
How often are yo\i highly satisfied with yourself as the person you are?
B18.
1390.
896.
.NrCATIVE
A18. 1 sometimes wish I were someone else.
^?>2. 1 occasionally have doubts about wliethcr I will succeed in life.
A60. I sometimes have a poor opinion of myself.
A104. 1 put myself dou-n too mucli.
A130. 1 sometimes feel that I will be a failure in life unless I make some
changes in mysel f
.
807. How often do you feel dissatisfied with yourself?
815. How often are you troubled by self doubts?
B.'Sl. How often do you liave doubts about whetlici- you will succeed in life?
841. How often do you feel pessimistic about your future?
B49. How often do you have a poor opinion of yourself?
BS9. How often do you feel lacking in self confidence?
Bri6. How often do you act in a way that is overly modest or ovcly self
critical?
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Scoring Key for SclF-rcport Inventory
Competence versus Inconiiictciicc
POSITTVE
A06. I am certain that I have the intol licence required to succeed In most any
type of work.
1 ;im usually ahU* to demonstrate my competence when I ,im bcinj; evaluated.
A41. I usually feel that 1 am more intelligent than most college students.
A57. I feel that I possess superior skills or abilities in at least some areas.
A93. I am usually able to learn new things very quickly.
B03. How often do you expect to perform well in situations that require alot of
ability?
B30. How often do you wish that you could have n higher opinion of your abilities
or competence?
B35. How often do you feel that you are a highly competent and resourceful
person?
B37. How often do yon feel that you can do well at almost anything you try?
883. How often do you feel that you have superior intellectual ability?
B85. How often do you approach new tasks with alot of confidence in your
ability?
NI'.CATTVE
A09. I am bothered by feelings of incompetence or inferiority.
A33. I often feel incompetent and inadequate.
A90. I frequently feel inadequate in terms of my intellectual ability.
Alll . I liave often avoided certain situations liccausc T lacked confidence in my ^
abi 1 i ty
.
A114 . I often expect to fail or be critici:ed when I am iloing something that
requires ski 1 1
.
B2i), How often do you have trouble learning difficult new tasks?
B74 . Have you ever felt that you lack the intelligence needed to succeed in
certain typos of interesting work?
B92. How oiten do you approach now tasks or jobs with pessimism, with the
exi)ectation that you will fail?
B95. How often do you feel that you arc not as intelligent as you would like
to he?
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Scorinii Key For SclF-rcport Inventory
Loviibility vcr'^iis llnlov .iliil j ty
POSITIVE
A48. I am certain that I have tlic capacity for ma inta i n i iij; ,i close love
relationship.
ASS. I have nearly always felt accepted ami appreciated for the person I am by
a special loved one (i.e., boyfriend or girlfriend, husband or wife).
A71. I have nearly always felt accepted and loved by my father (or father
substitute)
.
A74
.
In times of uncertainty and self doubr
, I have always been able to turn to
my family for encouragement and support.
A99. I have nearly always felt accepted and loved by my mother (or mother
substitute)
B04
.
Mow often do you feel confident that you have (or someday will have) a
lasting love relationship?
B40. How often do you feci able to openly express warm and loving feelings
toward others?
B43. How often do you feel that your family takes a genuine interest in your life?
BS7. How often do you find it easy to express feelings of love and concern for
loved ones?
B82. How often do people whom you love go out of their way to let you know how
much they care for you?
Ni=.GATlVU
A61 . I have trouble letting others know how much F care for and love them.
A63. There are times when I have doubts about my capacity for maintaining a
close love relationship.
A76. I sometimes feel that my family isn't as interested in my life as I would
like them to be.
A113. There have been times whon I have felt rejected by my family.
Alls. I occasionally feel that no one really loves me and accepts me for the
person I am.
ROl . How often have you felt "put down" by ynur mother (or mother substitute)?
BOO. How often do members of your family have difficulty expressing their love
for you?
B45. How often have you felt "put down" l)y your father (or father substitute)?
B6fl. Have you ever felt alone ami unloved?
B80. How often do you have difficulty cxpressini; your feelings of love toward
othors?
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Scoring Key For Sclf-rcport Inventory
Likability versus Unlikability
POSI T I VL
AOS. 1 nm very well liked and popular.
AlO. Mos.t people like me when they first meet me.
A20. People usually find me to be an enjoyable and likable person in social
situations.
ASS. My friends almost always make sure to include mc in their plans.
AlOS. People nearly always enjoy spending time with me.
B64
B69
How often do you feel certain that people you meet will like you?
How often does it seem thot most people like you and enjoy your company?
B71. When you go out with someone for the first time, how often do you feel that
you are wc 1 1 - 1 i kcd?
B76. How often do you feel that you are one of the more popular and likable members
of your social group?
B98. How often do your friends go out of their way to include you in activities?
NEGATIVE
A02. There have l)een timos when I felt rejected by people with whom l would have
liked to he friends.
A.vl. On occa.sion. 1 have felt that people included me in tlieir plans only because
they couldn't find anyone else.
A44
. I sometimes feel disappointed or rejected because my friends haven't
included me in their plans.
A77. There have been times when I felt that I didn't have any friends that I
could really count on.
A91. On occasion 1 have avoided dating situations because I feared rejection.
B21. When you are meeting a person for tlie first time, do you ever think that
the person might not like you?
U'li. How often do you wish that you were more |><)[)ul.ir or better liked?
B63. Docs it ever seem to you that some people dislike you intensely, that they
"can't stand" you?
USD. How often have i)eoplc disliked you wlion they first met you?
B91. How often are you critical of yourself for being unsure of yourself in
social situations?
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Scoring Key for Self-report Inventory
Self Control
POSITIVE
A23. I usually show alot of scl f-Ui scipl inc ami dctermin.-it ion in the work I do
(Note: including school work).
A29. I usually feel very good about my self control when it comes to my eating
and drinking liabits.
A80. I usually keep a "cool head" and stay in control of myself in stressful
situations
.
A82. I am usually able to Veep my composure and self control, even when I am
under pressure.
A129. I am nearly always able to stop myself from saying or doing things that I
might later regret.
B13. How often do you feel proud of the way that you stay with a task until you
complete it?
B24. How often are you pleased with yourself because of the amount of self
discipline and will power that you have?
B26. How often do you feci that you are more successful than most people at
controlling your eating and drinking behavior?
B36. How often are you able to exercise more self control than most of the
people you know?
B81. How often are you able to resist temptations and distractions in order to
complete tasks you are working on?
NLGATIVE
A59. I occasionally worry that in the future I may have a problem with controlling
my eating or drinking habits.
A87. I feci that 1 don't have enough self discipline.
A98. I am sometimes concerned over my lack o1' self control.
A126. 1 often viivc in to temptation and put off work on difficult tasks.
A123. I have difficulty maintaining my self control when I am under pressure.
n02. How often do you feel displeased with yourself for j'iving in to temptation
and putting off work that you need to do?
BIO. How often do your emotions get out of control wlien you arc under bCrrss or
pressure?
B14 . How often do you get upset with yourself because of your eating or drinking
habits?
B70. How often do you lose control of yourself and say or do things that you later
regret?
B79. How often do you "take the easy way out"?
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Power versus rowcrlcssnoss
POSITIVE
AOl
.
I am usually able to resist pressure from my friends.
A14 . I am not easily intimidated by others.
A'19. When I am in a position of leadership, 1 am usually able to gain the
respect and cooperation of tliose I am leading.
A70. I have no problem with asserting myself.
A73. I feel that I have alot of potential as a leader.
B58. How often do people follow through on advice you give them?
B61. When you are involved in group discussions, how often do you feel that
your ideas have a strong influence on others?
B65. How often are you able to be assertive and forceful in situations where
others are trying to take advantage of you?
B75. How often do you have a strong influence on the attitudes and opinions of
others?
B94 . Do you enjoy it when you are in r position of leadership?
NEGATIVE
A13. I frequently give in to the wishes of others rather than assert myself.
A17. I am usually alot more comfortable being a follower than a leader.
A25. I sometimes have troublo saying "no" when people ask me for favors that I
don't want to provide.
A42. People often socm to ignore what I say.
A88. I sometimes fcol that I am too readily influenced by whnt others think or do.
B28. How often do you feel tliat you have very little leadership ability?
B38. In a group discussion, how often docs it seem that people ignore your
point of view?
BSO. How often do you lose when you get into arguments or disagreements with
others?
B68. flow often docs it seem that people don't pay much attention to what you
have to say?
B87. How often do you feel uneasy when you are in a position of leadership?
liOU/,SL;5/l/78--
Scorin;; Key fur Sol ( -report Inventory
Moral Self Approval versus Ciuilt
I'OSITIVn
A03. I regard myself as someone who lives according to lup,h moral standards.
MZ. I usually do the decent and mornl thing, no matter what the temptation
to do otherwise.
A-16. I almost always have a clear conscience concerninR my sexual behavior.
A68. I act according to high moral standards when it comes to sexual matters,
A83. I think of myself as being a highly moral person.
B22. How often do you have a clear conscience?
B47. Mow often do you feel proud of your religious or moral convictions?
B56. How often do you (by your ochavior) set a j^ood moral example for others
younger than yourself?
862. How often arc you pleased with your sense of moral values?
BIOO. How often Jo you feel highly satisfied with the way you live up to your
moral values?
NEGATIVE
A07. I often fail to live up to my moral standards.
A.S3. I often feel guilty about my sexual behavior.
. A96. 1 occasionally have had the feeling that I have "gone astray", and that I
am leading a sinful or immoral life.
A106. I have often acted in ways that went against my moral values.
A123. There arc times when 1 feel that my moral values need some straightening out.
B12. How often do you feel dissatisfied with yourself because you have failed
to 1 Ivc up to )'our moral stan^lards?
B33. How ofton do you feel uncertain of your moral values?
QSi. How often ilo you feci that by your behavior you set a bad moral example
for others?
BS3. How often do you do things that you later feel ashamed or guilty about?
B86. How often have you had feelings of shame or guilt over your sexual behavior?
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Scoring Key for Self-report Invontory
Body Image
POSITIVE
AOS. I nearly always foel that I am physically nttractivc.
A28. I take alot of pride in my physical appearance and the clothes T wear.
A38. h'hen 1 look at myself in the mirror I am usually very pleased with Che
way I look.
A86. I usually foci that I am better looking th.nn most people.
AlOO. I an usually very pleased and satisfied with the way I look.
BOS. How often do you feel that others are attracted to you because of the
way you look?
B27. How often are you complimented on your physical appearance?
B67. How often do you feel that you are a sexually attractive person?
B84. How often do you enjoy having pictures taken of you because you
photograph so well?
B97. How often are you highly satisfied with your physical appearance?
NKGATTVE
A4S. I sometimes feel disappointed or displeased when I look at myself in
the mirror.
A47. There arc times when I doubt my sexual attractiveness.
AS2. There have been times when I felt ashamed of my physical appearance.
A94. I have occasionally felt that others were repelled or "put off" by my
physical appearance.
A120. There have been a number of times when people made negative remarks about
the way 1 look.
Bll. How often do you wish that you were more physically attractive?
B17. How often do you feel self-conscious or self-critical about your physical
appearance?
B23. How often do you feel displeased with the way you look?
B7j. How often do you feel unattrr.ct ive when you see yourself naked?
B88. How often do you wish that you looked like someone else?
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Scoring Key for Self
-report Inventory
Body rtmctioning
POSITIVE
A12. I nearly always feel that I am physically fit and healthy.
A24. I usually feel well coordinnted when I am cngaped in physical activities.
A50. I nearly always feci that I am better physically coordinated than most
people (of my own age and sex)
.
ASS. I often feel a sense of physical vitality and well being.
A124. Most of the time I feel that my body is very healthy and functioning well.
016. How often do you feel a sense of vitality and pleasure over the way your
body functions in physical activities?
B29. How often does your body perform exceptionally well in physical activities,
such as dancing or sports?
B44. How often do you feel in top physical condition?
B48. Mow often do you feel that you are well coordinated physically?
B95. How often do you enjoy having others watch you while you are cnp.agcd m
physical activities such as dancing or sports?
NUGATIVE
A30. I often perform rather poorly in physical activities.
A62. I frequently feel clumsy and uncoordinated.
A66. My body sometimes feels dull, lifeless and out of condition.
A102. I often feel sluggish and out of shape.
A125. Most of the people I know arc in better physical condition than I am.
BOS. How often do you feel awkward or ill at case when people watch you doing
something physical (e.g., dancing, playing sports, etc.)''
B25. How ol'tcn do you feel self conscious or awkward while you are engaged in
physical activities?
B32. How often do you wish That you were in hotter physical condition?
B46. How often do you feci clumsy wiicn you are involved in physical activities?
B54 . How often docs your body feel "out of sorts" or sltmgish?
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Scorin;; Key for Sclf-rcport Invontory
Defensi vcncss
POSITIVE
A15. No matter what the pressure, no one could ever force me to hurt another
human being.
A40. No matter who I'm talking to, I always try to be a good listener.
A79. The thought of shoplifting has never crossed my mind.
A81. I have never felt that I was punished unfairly.
A107. It hardly ever matters to me whether I win or lose in a game.
A116. I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off.
A122. I have never been tempted to respond to graffiti on bathroom walls.
B09. How often are your table manners at home as good as when you are out at
a restaurant?
B55. How often do you gladly accept criticism when it is deserved?
B72. How often are you able to remain completely calm and relaxed when things
don't work out the way you want them to?
NEGATIVE
A26. On occasion, I have tried to find a way to avoid unpleasant responsibilities.
A64 . There have been times when I have felt like getting even with somebody for
something they had done to me.
A92. I sometimes feel nervous and tense.
A97. I sometimes put off until tomorrow things 1 ought to do today.
A103. There hr.vc been times when I intensely disliked someone.
A112. There have been times when I have lied in order to get out of something.
A118. There have been occasions when 1 took advantage of someone.
B19. Do you ever "stretch the truth" and say things that aren't completely true?
B39. Do you ever gossip?
B77. Have you ever felt irritated when someone asked you for a favor?
B78. Have you ever felt jealous of the good fortune of others?
B99. How often is it hard for you to admit it when you have made a mistake?
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Scoring Key for Sclf-rcport Inventory
Experimcntnl Scale
Organized versus Disorj^anizcd
POSITIVE '
.
A19. I am almost always careful and neat in my work.
A22. I nearly always finish jobs on schedule.
A31 . People who know me would describe me as an orderly, neat and well organized
person.
A69. I am very good about keeping track of what needs to be done on a day-to-day
basis
.
A78. I am more organized and efficient than most people.
A121. I would describe myself as a very orderly nnd well -organized person.
NEGATIVE
A21. My life often feels rather cliaotic and disorganized,
A72. I frequently feel disorganized and in a state of confu.;ion.
A75. I am the type of person who is always losing or misplacing things.
A105. I am frequently late for appointments (or forget about them entirely).
Alio. I make alot of careless mistakes.
A119. I tend to be careless and "error prone".
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Scoring Key for Self-report Inventory
Experimental Scale
Identity and InteRration versus Identity Diffusion and Inner Conflict
POSITIVE
All. In general, I know who I am and where I am headed in my life.
A27. I have a clear sense of purpose and meaning in my life.
A39. I am usually free of inner conflict.
A67. Once I have considered an important decision thoroughly, I have little
difficulty making a final decision.
A95. I seldom experience much conflict between the different sides of my
personality.
NEGATIVE
A04. It is often hard for me to make up my mind about things because I don't
really know what I want.
A16. I often feel that I lack direction in my life--i.e., that I have no long-
range goals or plans.
A3S. Tlierc are alot of inconsistencies, and even contradictions, in the
attitudes I have about myself.
A54. I sometimes worry about the amount of inner conflict that I experienc:
A65. Sometimes it's hard for me to believe that the different aspects of
—
personality can be part of the same person.
A84. 1 sometimes fear that my life is falling apart.
A89, I am very confused about what I want out of life.
AlOl. I often feel torn in different directions and unable to decide which way
to go.
mv
APPENDIX E
Shortened Third Version of SElf-Report Invento
—150 Items
Self-Report Inventory*
Part A: Please indicate how accurately the following items describe you Mark all
Work as quickly as you can without making careless errors. It is best to rely onfirst impressions in answciring each item. Use the following scale for your responses:
1 2 3 4 5
Completely Mainly Partly True Mainly Completely
False False and True True
Partly False
1. It is often hard for me to make up my mind about things because I don't really know
what I want.
2. I nearly always feel that I am physically attractive.
3. I often fail to live up to my moral standards.
4. I am very well liked and popular.
5. In general, I know who I am and where I am headed in my life.
6. I nearly always feel that I am physically fit and healthy.
7. I frequently give in to the wishes of others rather than assert myself.
8. I am not easily intimidated by others.
9. No matter what the pressure, no one could ever force me to hurt another human being.
10. I don't have much o- an idea aoout what my life will be like in five years.
11. I often feel that I lack direction in my life— i.e., that I have no long-range
goals or plans.
12. I am usually a lot more comfortable being a follower than a leader.
13. I am almost always careful and neat in my work.
14. I nearly always finish jobs on schedule.
15. I sometimes have trouble saying "no" when oeople ask me for favors that I don't
want to provida.
16. On occasion, I have tried to find a way to avoid unpleasant responsibilities.
17. I have a clear sense of purpose and meaning in my life.
18. There are times when I doubt whether anyone could love me as I am.
19. People who know me would describe me as an orderly, neat and well -organi zed
person.
2C. I occasionally have doubts about whether I will succeed in life.
Pre-publication draft (Form EOE: 41580). To be used only with written permission.
Requests to use this inventory should be addressed to: Edward J. O'Brien, Dept. of
Psycnology, University of Massacnusetts, Amherst, MA 01003.
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1 2_ 3 4 5
Completely Mainly Partly True Mainly Completely
False False and True True
Partly False
21. There are alot of inconsistencies, and even contradictions, in the attitudes I
have about mysel f
.
22. I am usually able to demonstrate my competence when I am being evaluated.
23. I am usually free of inner conflict.
24. I usually do the decent and moral thing, no matter what the temptation to do
otherwise.
25. I sometimes feel disappointed or rejected because my friends haven't included me
in their plans.
26. I almost always have a clear conscience concerning my sexual behavior.
27. Most people who know me consider me to be a highly talented and competent person.
28. There are times when I doubt my sexual attractiveness.
29. I nearly always feel that I am better physically coordinated than most people
(of my own age and sex).
30. There have been tines when I felt ashamed of my physical appearance.
31. I have no problem with asserting myself.
32. I sometimes worry about the amount of inner conflict that I experience.
33. I have trouble letting others know how much I care for and love them.
34. I feel that I possess superior skills or abilities in at least some areas.
35. I occasionally worry that in the future I may have a problem with controlling my
eating or drinking habits.
36. There are times when I have doubts about my capacity for maintaining a close love
relationship.
37. There are no areas in which I have truly outstanding ability.
38. There have been times when I have felt like getting even with somebody for some-
^
thing they had done to me.
39. I sometimes have a poor opinion of myself.
40. I feel that I have alot of potential as a leader.
41. I am very good abcut keeping track of wnat needs to be done on a day-to-day basis.
42. I often feel guilty about my sexual behavior.
43. Sometimes it's hard for me to believe that the different aspects of my oersonality
can be part of the same person.
44. Once I have considered an important decision thoroughly, I have little difficulty
making a final decision.
45. In times of uncertainty and self doubt, I have always been able to turn to my
family for encouragement and support.
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Completely Mainly Partly True Mainly ComoTeteTy
False False and True True
Partly False
46. I am the type of person who is always losing or misplacing things.
47. The thought of shoplifting has never crossed my mind.
48. I feel that I don't have enough self discipline.
49. I am usually able to keep my composure and self control, even when I am under
pressure.
50. I am more organized and efficient than most people.
51. My friends almost always make sure to include me in their plans,
52. I usually feel that I am better looking than most people.
53. I have never felt that I was punished unfairly.
54. I sometimes feel that I am too readily influenced by what others think or do.
55. I am very confused about what I want out of life.
56. On occasion I have avoided dating situations because I feared rejection.
57. I am usually able to learn new things very quickly.
58. I have occasionally felt that others were repelled or "put off" by my physical
appearance.
59. I seldom experience much conflict between the different sides of my personality.
60. I occasionally have had the feeling that I have "gone astray," and that I am
leading a sinful or immoral life.
61. I am sometimes concerned over my lack of self control.
52. I am usually very pleased and satisfied with the way I look.
63. I often feel torn in different directions and unable to decide which way to go.
64. There have been times when I intensely disliked someone.
65. I put myself down too much.
66. I am frequently late for appointments (or forget about them entirely).
67. I have often acted in ways that went against my moral values.
68. It hardly ever matters to me whether I win or lose in a game.
69. People nearly always enjoy spending time with me.
70. I make alot of careless mistakes.
71. There have been times when I have lied in order to get out of something.
72. There have been times when I have felt rejected by my family.
73. I often expect to fail or be criticized when I am doing something that requires
skill.
74. I occasionally feel that no one really loves me and accepts me for the person I am.
75. I have almost never felt the urge to tell someone off.
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1 2 3 4_ 5
Completely Mainly Partly True Mainly Completely
False False and True True
Partly False
76. All in all, I would evaluate myself as a relatively successful person at this stage
i n my 1 i fe
.
77. There have been occasions when I took advantage of someone.
78. I tend to be careless and "error prone."
79. I would describe myself as a very orderly and well -organized person.
80. Most of the people I know are in better physical condition than I am.
81. I often give in to temptation and put off work on difficult tasks.
82. I nearly always have a highly positive opinion of myself.
83. I have difficulty maintaining my self control when I am under pressure.
Part B: In this section you are to describe how often you experience the thoughts
and feelings described in each item. Use the following scale for your responses:
1 2 3 4 5_
Almost Seldom Sometimes Fairly Very
Never or Rarely Often Often
84. How often do your emotions get out of control when you are under stress or pressure?
85. How often do you expect to perform well in situations that require alot of ability?
86. How often do you feel confident that you have (or someday will have) a lasting love
relationship?
87. How often do you wish that you could be more certain about where you are headed in
your life?
88. How often do you feel that others are attracted to you because of the way you look?
89. How often do members of your family have difficulty exoressing their love for you?
90. How often do you feel dissatisfied with yourself?
91. How often do you wish that you were more physically attractive?
92. How often do you feel that you are not as competent as you would like to be?
93. How often do you feel proud of the way that you stay with a task until you complete it?
94. How often are you troubled by self doubts?
95. How often do you feel a sense of vitality and pleasure over the way your body func-
tions in physical activities? ^
96. How often do you feel that you are a very important and significant person?
97. Have you ever felt unlovable?
98. Do you ever "stretch the truth" and say things that aren't completely
true?
99. How often do you have trouble learning difficult new tasks?
100. When you are meeting a person for the first time, do you ever think that
the person
might not like you?
.
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5
Almost Seldom Sometimes Fairly very
Never or Rarely often Often
101. How often are you pleased with yourself because of the amount of self discipline and
willpower that you have?
102. How often do, you feel very certain about what you want out of life?
103. How often do you feel self conscious or awkward while you are engaged in ohvsical
activities? ^ ^
104. How often do you feel that you are more successful than most people at controlling
your eating and drinking behavior?
105. How often are you complimented on your physical appearance?
106. How often do you feel that you have very little leadership ability?
107. Do you ever have trouble believing it when someone tells you that they love you?
108. How often does your body perform exceptionally well in physical activities, such
as dancing or sports?
How often do you wish
competence?
110. How often do you feel uncertain of your moral values?
109. that you could have a higher opinion of your abilities or
111. How often do you feel really good about yourself?
112. How often do you feel that you are a highly competent and resourceful person?
113. How often do your career plans seem to conflict with other interests or goals
that are important to you?
114. How often are you able to exercise more self-control than most of the oeople
^
know?
115. How often do you feel that you can do well at almost anything you try?
116. Do you ever gossip?
117. Do you ever feel like avoiding certain situations because you think too little
of your abi 1 i ty?
118. How often do you feel able to openly express warm and loving feelings toward
others?
119. How often do you feel in top physical condition?
120. How often do you feel clumsy when you are involved in physical activities?
121. How often do you feel conflicted or uncertain about your career plans?
122. How often do you lose when you get into arguments or disagreements with others?
123. How often do you feel highly satisfied with the future you see for yourself?
124. How often does your body feel "out of sorts" or sluggish?
125. How often do you gladly accept criticism when it is deserved?
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1 2 3 4 5
.
Almost Seldom Sometimes Fairly verv
or Rarely Often Often
126. How often do you (by your behavior) set a good moral example for others younger
than yourself? jruu yci
127. How often do you feel lacking in self confidence?
128. Have you ever felt alone and unloved?
129. How often do you feel certain that people you meet will like you?
130. When you are involved in group discussions, how often do you feel that your ideas
have a strong influence on others?
131. How often are you pleased with your sense of moral values?
132. Does it ever seem to you that some people dislike you intensely, that they
"can't stand" you?
133. How often are you able to be assertive and
-forceful in situations where otheri are
trying to take advantage of you?
134. When you go out with someone for the first time, how often do you feel that you
are well -liked?
135. How often do you feel unattractive when you see yourself naked?
136. Have you ever felt that you lack tne intelligence needed to succeed in certain
types of interesting work?
137. How often do you have a strong influence on the attitudes and opinions of others?
138. How often do you feel that you are one of the more popular and likable memoers
of your social group?
139. Have you ever felt irritated when someone asked you for a favor?
140. How often are you able to resist temptations and distractions in order to complete
tasks you are working on?
141. How often do people whom you love go out of their way to let you know how much
they care for you?
142. How often do you feel that you are not as intelligent as you would like to be?
143. How often do you approach new tasks with alot of confidence in your ability?
144. How often do you feel uneasy when you are in a position of leadership?
145. Have you ever felt jealous of the good fortune of others?
146. How often do you approach new tasks or jobs with pessimism, with the expectation
that you will fail?
147. Do you enjoy it whan you are in a position of leadersnip?
148. How often do you enjoy having others watch you v/hile you are engaged in physical
activities sucn as dancing or sports?
149. How often is it hard for you to admit it when you nave made a mistake?
150. How often do you feel highly satisfied with the way you live up to your moral
values?
APPENDIX F
rsonal Information Form
EOB.1179
Personal Information Form
The following questions concern various aspects of your personal
background. Please mark all of your answers on the IBM sheet, do
not make any marks on this form.
1. Your religion?
A = Catholic
B = Jewish
C = Protestant
D = Other religion (e.g. Greek Orthodox, Islamic)
E = No religion, agnostic or atheistic
2. Your race?
A = Caucasian - White
B = Black
C = Hispanic
D = American Indian
E = Other
3. What year did you graduate from high school?
A = 1979
B = 1978
c = 1977
D = 1976
E = 1975 or before
^. How many students were there in your high school graduating class
A = less than I50
B = 150 - 299
C = 300 - J^49
D = if50 - 599
E = 600 or more
5. What was your class rank in your high school graduating class?
A = top 1%
B = upper 10%
C = upper 25^
D = upper 50%
E = lower 50%
6. Your class at UMass?
7.
A = Freshman
B = Sophomore
C = Junior
D = Senior
E = Part time student,
Overall Grade Point Average
A = 2.00 or less
B = 2.01 - 2.50
C = 2.51 - 3.00
D = 3.01 - 3.50
E = 3.51 - 4.00
-Continued on the next page-
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8. Overall Grade Point Average at UMass in Science courses (e gBiology, Chemistry, Physics, Mathematics, Computer Science)^*
A = 2.00 or less
B = 2.01 - 2.50
c = 2.51 - 3.00
D = 3.01 - 3.50
E = 3.51 - ^.00
9. How many credit hours are you taking this semester?
A = less than 10 hours
B = 10 - 12 hours
C = 13 - 15 hours
D = 16 - 18 hours
E = 19 or more hours
10. How many credit hours of Science courses are you taking this
semester?
A = 0 hours
B = 1-3 hours
C = ^ - 6 hours
D = 7-9 hours
E = 10 or more hours
What do you expect your Grade Point Average will be this semester?
A = 2.0 or less
B = 2.01 - 2.50
C = 2.51 - 3.00
D = 3.01 - 3.50
E = 3.51 - 4.00
What is your father's religion?
A = Catholic
B = Jewish
C = Protestant
D = Other religion (e.g. Greek Orthodox
,
Islamic)
E = No religion, agnostic or atheistic
What is your mother's religion?
A = Catholic
B = Jewish
C = Protestant
D = Other religion (e.g. Greek Orthodox, Islamic)
E = No religion, agnostic or atheistic
Is your natural father still alive?
A = Yes
B = No
C = Don't know
15, Is your natural mother still alive?
A = Yes
B = No
C = Don't know
13.
-Continued on the next page-
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16. Are you an adopted child?
A = Yes
B = No
C = Don't know
17. Was your natural father ever divorced prior to marrying your
natural mother?
A = Yes
B = No
C = Don't know
18. Was your natural mother ever divorced prior to marrying your
natural father?
A = Yes
B = No
C = Don't know
19. Have your natural jsarents ever separated because of family or
personal problems?
A = Yes
B = No
C = Don't know
20. Have your natural parents ever divorced one another?
A = Yes
B = No
C = Don't know
21. Have you ever been involved in counseling or therapy because
of personal or family problems?
A = Yes
B = No
22. At the present time, are you involved in counseling or therapy?
A = Yes
B = No
23. When you were in high school, how often (on the average) did
your parents think you should attend church services?
A = No expectations or never
B = Two or three times a year (major church holidays)
C = Once or twice a month
D = Three or four times a month
E = More than four times a month
2^. At this point in your life, how often (on the average) do your
parents think you should attend church services?
A = No expectations or never
B = Two or three times a year (major church holidays)
C = Once or twice a month
D = Three or four times a month
E =» More than four times a month
-Continued on the next page-
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25. During your high school years, how often (on the average) did
you think you should attend church services?
A = Never
B = Two or three times a year (major church holidays)
C = Once or twice a month
D = Three or four times a month
E = More than four times a month
26. At present, how often do think you should attend church
services?
A = Never
B = Two or three times a year (major church holidays)
C = Once or twice a month
D = Three or four times a month
E = More than four times a month
27. When you were in high school, how often (on the average) did
you actually attend church services?
A = Never
B = Two or three times a year (major church holidays)
C = Once or twice a month
D = Three or four times a month
E = More than four times a month
28. During the past year, how often have you actually attended
church services?
A = Never
B = Two or three times a year (major church holidays)
C = Once or twice a month
D = Three or four times a month
E = More thain four times a month
29. How many school or political positions were you elected or
appointed to during high school? (examples include 1 club offices,
co-captain of athletic team, cheerleader, editor of yearbook, etc.).
Note t (1) If you held the same position for more them 1 year,
oount tach year .the position was held as a separate position (e.g.
being yearbook editor for 2 years would be counted as 2 positions )
.
(2) Do not count club or team memberahipa unless elected or appointed.
A = Zero positions
B = One position
C = Two positions
D = Three positions
E = Four or more positions
30. How many school or political positions have you been elected or
appointed to since graduating from high school? (see examples
and Note from #29 before answering this question).
A = Zero positions
B = One position
C = Two positions
D = Three positions
E = Four or more positions
-Continued on the next page-
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31. During the past ^ years , how many exclusive or "steady" relation-
ships have you been involved in?
A = None
B = One
C = Two
D = Three
E = Four or more
32. In how many of the above relationships were you the main person
who decided to end the relationship? Note
. Leave this item
blank if you have been involved in only one relationship and
are still in that relationship.
A = None
B = One
C = Two
D = Three
E = Four or more
33. During the past year . how many people have you "dated" or gone
out with?
A = None
B = 1
C = 2 - ^
D = 5 - 9
E = 10 or more
Section B
To answer the next 5 questions, think back about your most recent
"steady" or exclusive relationship. If you have never been involved
in such a relationship, you can skip this section and go to Section C.
34. When there was a conflict between you and your partner, how often
did you get things to go the way you wanted?
A = Almost Never
B = Seldom or Rarely
C = Sometimes
D = Often or Usually
E = Almost Always
35. How often were you the one to make the final decisions as to
where you would go, what you would do together, etc.?
A = Almost Never
B = Seldom or Rarely
C = Sometimes
D = Often or Usually
E = Almost Always
-Continued on the next page-
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36. If you didn't like something that your partner said or did,
how often would you speak up and let your partner know your
reactions?
A = Almost Never
B = Seldom or Rarely
C = Sometimes
D = Often or Usually
E = Almost Always
37. How often were you the one to come up with suggestions or ideas
about places to go or things to do together?
A = Almost Never
B = Seldom or Rarely
C = Sometimes
D = Often or Usually
E - Almost Always
38. How often were you the one to initiate any intimate physical
activities (kissing, etc.)?
A = Almost Never
B = Seldom or Rarely
C = Sometimes
D = Often or Usually
E = Almost Always
Section C
39. During high school, did you ever play on a varsity or junior
varsity athletic team?
A = Yes
B = No
During college, have you ever played on a varsity or junior
varsity athletic team?
A = Yes
B = No
^1
.
During college, have you ever played on an intra-mural athletic
team?
A = Yes
B = No
kZ. During high school, were you ever a cheerleader or major
(majorette) in a band?
A = Yes
B = No
-Continued on the next page-
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How many times have you been stopped by the authorities and
charged with traffic violations?
A = Never
B = Once
C = Twice
D = Three times
E = Four or more times
^4. How many times have you been arrested on criminal charges (for
example, shoplifting, disorderly conduct, illegal possession of
alcohol or drugs, etc.)?
A = Never
B = Once
C = Twice
D = Three times
E = Four or more times
Section D
To answer the following questions, think back about your behavior
dxiring the past month.
'+5. On the average, how many times per week have you overeaten (to
a point where you felt bloated and uncomfortable)?
A = Zero times per week
B = One time per week
C = Two times per week
D = Three times per week
E = Four or more times per week
^•6. On the average, how many times per week have you gotten "high"
on alcohol or other mind-altering drugs (e.g. pot)?
A = Zero times per week
B = One time per week
C = Two times per week
D = Three times per week
E = Four or more times per week
i*7. On the average, how many hours per day have you spent studying?
(Base your estimate on a 7-day week, including weekends).
A = One hour or less per day
B = Two hours per day
C = Three hovirs per day
D = Four hours per day
E = Five or more hours per day
-Continued on the next page-
292
^^9
EOBill79
Per3onal Information Form—Pag;e 8
^+8. How many hours per day do you think you ought to be stud vine''
A = One hour or less per day
B = Two hours per day
C = Three hours per day
D = Four hours per day
E = Five or more hours per day
On the average, how many hours of physical exercise have youbeen getting per week?
A = 0 - 1 hours per week
B = 2 - 3 hours per week0=^-5 hours per week
D = 6 - 7 hours per week
E = 8 or more hours per week
50. How many times during the past month have you gone dancing?
A = Zero times
B = Once
C = Twice
D = Three times
E = Four or more times
51. How much money did you spend on clothes during the past month?
(Include clothes that were given to you).
A = Nothing
3 = $1 - $19.99
C = $20 - $39.99
D = $40 - $59.99
E = $60 or more
52. How much money did you spend during the past month on other goods
and seirvices (not including clothes) that have to do with your
personal appearance? (For example, haircuts, makeup, cologne,
perfume, jewelry, shaving cream, razors, soap, etc).
A = Less than $5
B = $5 - $14.99
C = $15 - $24.99
D = ^25 - $3-'^. 99
E = $35 or more
Section E
Answer the following questions by filling in the appropriate blanks
in the boxes of the IBM form marked "Identification Number" and
"Special Codes."
El, What was your score on the verbal section of the SATs? (Answer
this question by filling in columns D,E, and F under "Identi-
fication number" )
.
-Continued on the next page-
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E2 What was your score on the quantitative section of the SATs?
(Answer this question by filling in columns G,H, and I under
"Identification Number" )
.
E3. How many credit hours have you completed at UMass? (Answer
this question by filling in columns K,L, and M under "Special
Codes." Be sure to use all 3 col\imns—e.g. if you have com-
pleted 9 credit hours, you should enter "009" in these 3 columns).
E^. How many credit hours of Science classes have you completed
at UMass? (Answer this question by filling in columns N and 0
under "Special Codes." Be sure to use both columns.
Section F
Answer the following questions by filling in the appropriate blajiks
on the IBM sheet under "Name." Be sure to write your answer in each
of tha appropriate boxes and blacJcen in the appropriate letter below.
Fl. What is your actual height? (Answer this question by filling in
the 1st column in the "Name" box, using the following scale).
A 5'
5'
or less J 5' 9"
B 1" K 5*
5'
6*
10'
C 5' 2" L 11'
D 5'
5*
5'
3" M
E k" N 6' 1"
F 5" 0 6' 2"
G 5'
5'
6" P 6* 3"
H s 7" Q 6* k"
I 5* 8" R 6- 5" or more
F2. How tall would you ideally like to be? (Answer this question by
filling in the 2nd column in the "Name" box, using the same key
as for Fl above )
.
F3. What is your actual weight (wearing light clothing and no shoes)?
(Answer this question in the 3rd column in the "Name" box, using
A less than 100 pounds M 155 - 159
B 100 - 104 pounds N 160 - 164
C 105 - 109 0 165 - 169
D 110 - 114 P 170 - 174
E 115 - 119 Q 175 - 179
F 120 - 124 R 180 - 184
G 125 - 129 S 185 - 189
H 130 - 134 T 190 - 194
I 135 - 139 U 195 - 199
J IkO - 144 V 200 - 204
K li+5 - 149 W 205 - 209
L 150 - 15^ X 210 or more
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In order to be at yoior ideal weight (the weight at which you
F5.
would feel best about yourse
to lose or gain? (Answer in
A = Lose 50 pounds or
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
more
Lose ^0
Lose 30
Lose 25
Lose
Lose 15
Lose 10
Lose 5
20 -
^9 pounds
39 pounds
29 pounds
zk pounds
19 pounds
ih' pounds
9 pounds
If), how many pounds would you have
the A-th column under "Name").
I = Lose 1 - ij- pounds
J = No change
K = Gain 1 - k pounds
L = Gain 5-9 "pounds
K = Gain 10 -Ik pounds
N = Gain 15-19 pounds
0 = Gain 20 - Zk pounds
P = Gain 25 pounds or
more
How many boys were therein your family (include
and yourself)? (Answer in the 5th column under
G = Six
H = Seven
I = Eight
J = Nine
None
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
step-brothers
"Name")
.
K = Ten or more
F6. How many girls were there in your family (include step-sisters
and yourself)? (Answer in the 6th column under "Name").
None
One
Two
Three
Four
Five
G = Six
H = Seven
I = Eight
J = Nine
K = Ten or more
F7. Where did you fit in the ordinal position (order) of all the
children in your family (including step-brothers and sisters)?
(Answer in the 7th column under "Name").
A = Oldest
B = Second child
C = Third child
D = Fourth child
E = Fifth child
F = Sixth child
G = Seventh child
H = Eighth child
I = Ninth child
J = Tenth child
K = Eleventh child
L = Twelfth child or more
F8. Where did you fit in the ordinal position (order) among your
same-sex siblings? (Answer in the 8th column under "Name").
A = Oldest boy (or girl) F
B = Second boy (or girl) G
C = Third boy (or girl) H
D = Fourth boy (or girl) I
E = Fifth boy (or girl) J
= Sixth boy (or girl)
= Seventh boy (or girl)
= Eighth boy (or girl)
= Ninth boy (or girl)
= Tenth boy (or girl)
-Continued on the next page-
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B English
C Italian
D Scottish
E French
German
G Greek
H Indian (American)
I Scandanavian (Norway,
Finland, Sweden)
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F9. What is your father's primary national origin? Note. If yourfather is half Irish and half English, pick the HToti^e whioh^
Inder ^Sml")'"
identified with." (Answe'r intL'ftl'^li:^''''
J = African
K = Austrian*. Swiss
L, = Spanish
M = Portuguesse
N » Polish
0 = CzechoalovalciaLn
P = Arab countries
Q = Other
R « Don't Icnow
Flo. What is your mother's primary national origin? (Answer in the10th column under "Name". Use the same key as for F9 above).
Fll. What is the highest level of education that your father has
achieved? (Answer in the 11th column under "Name").
A = Less than 8th grade p = College graduate
B = Some high school g = Some postgraduate
C = High school graduate work
or equivalency degree H = Postgraduate degree
D = Some college or degrees (e.g. Masters,
E = R.N. degree or Associate Law degree, M.D., etc.)
of Arts degree
F12. What is the highest level of eduation that your mother has
achieved? (Answer in the 12th column under "Name." Use the
same key as for Fll above).
FI3. What is your father's average smnual income (before taxes)?
(Answer in the 13th column under "Name").
A = $50,000 or more H = $15,000 - 19,000
3 = $US,000 - i<.9,000 • I = $10,000 - 14,000
C = $i+0,000 - kh,000 J = $5,000 - 9,000
D = $35,000 - 39,000 . K = $1,000 - 4,000
E = $30,000 - 34,000 L = No income
F = $25,000 - 29,000 M = Don't know
G = $20,000 - 24,000 N = Do not wish to answer
FI4. What is your mother's average annual income (before taixes)?
(Answer in the 14th column under "Name." Use the same key
as for FI3 above)
.
Please return this form and your IBM answer sheet to the experimenter
who will give you one final questionnaire to complete.
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